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Despite	 ﾠunprecedented	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠto	 ﾠinformation,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠshown	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ
difficulty	 ﾠdistinguishing	 ﾠfactually	 ﾠcorrect	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠMisinformation	 ﾠcan,	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠdoes,	 ﾠalter	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠpatterns	 ﾠand	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠpreferences	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrange	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠ
solutions	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠto	 ﾠpolicymakers.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠrecent	 ﾠyears,	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbegun	 ﾠspecialized	 ﾠ
‘fact-ﾭ‐checking’	 ﾠoperations	 ﾠin	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠin	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠpolitics	 ﾠand	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠ
policy-ﾭ‐	 ﾠreviewing	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors	 ﾠin	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠseparate	 ﾠfact	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠfiction.	 ﾠUsing	 ﾠ
data	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠCongressional	 ﾠElections	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠthis	 ﾠ
paper	 ﾠlooks	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠaffecting	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠpersons	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
With	 ﾠthe	 ﾠproliferation	 ﾠof	 ﾠcable	 ﾠnews	 ﾠnetworks	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ1970’s	 ﾠand	 ﾠ1980’s	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrapid	 ﾠexpansion	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
internet	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ1990’s	 ﾠand	 ﾠ2000’s,	 ﾠAmericans	 ﾠnow	 ﾠhave	 ﾠmore	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠto	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠat	 ﾠany	 ﾠother	 ﾠtime	 ﾠin	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠhistory.	 ﾠDespite	 ﾠliving	 ﾠin	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠdubbed	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ“information	 ﾠage”,	 ﾠ
there	 ﾠare	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠcontemporary	 ﾠexamples	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠelites	 ﾠwere	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠuse	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
shape	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠopinion.	 ﾠOnce	 ﾠtransmitted	 ﾠand	 ﾠaccepted	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic,	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
potential	 ﾠto	 ﾠdistorted	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠpatterns	 ﾠand	 ﾠissue	 ﾠpreferences	 ﾠ(Nyhan,	 ﾠ2010).	 ﾠ	 ﾠFor	 ﾠthis	 ﾠdiscussion,	 ﾠ
misinformation	 ﾠwill	 ﾠfollow	 ﾠNyhan	 ﾠand	 ﾠReifler’s	 ﾠdefinition	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠmisperceptions:	 ﾠdemonstrably	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠ
claims	 ﾠand	 ﾠunsubstantiated	 ﾠbeliefs	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠworld	 ﾠthat	 ﾠare	 ﾠcontradicted	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbest	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠexpert	 ﾠopinion.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
During	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdebate	 ﾠover	 ﾠhealth	 ﾠcare	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠUnited	 ﾠStates	 ﾠa	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠwas	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠopponents	 ﾠof	 ﾠreform	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠlegislation	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠconsidered	 ﾠin	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠcontained	 ﾠa	 ﾠprovision	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwould	 ﾠrequire	 ﾠcitizens	 ﾠto	 ﾠgo	 ﾠ
before	 ﾠso	 ﾠcalled	 ﾠ‘death	 ﾠpanels’:	 ﾠgovernment	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwill	 ﾠmake	 ﾠdecisions	 ﾠabout	 ﾠwho	 ﾠwill	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
will	 ﾠnot	 ﾠreceive	 ﾠhealth	 ﾠservices	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠcritically	 ﾠill.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠoriginated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠBetsy	 ﾠMcCaughey,	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
fellow	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠManhattan	 ﾠInstitute	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠPh.D.	 ﾠin	 ﾠconstitutional	 ﾠhistory.	 ﾠOn	 ﾠJuly	 ﾠ16
th,	 ﾠ2009	 ﾠshe	 ﾠmade	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
appearance	 ﾠon	 ﾠa	 ﾠradio	 ﾠprogram	 ﾠhosted	 ﾠby	 ﾠformer	 ﾠSenator	 ﾠFred	 ﾠThompson	 ﾠand	 ﾠmade	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfollowing	 ﾠ
comments	 ﾠon	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠshe	 ﾠfound	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠproposed	 ﾠhealth	 ﾠcare	 ﾠreform	 ﾠlegislation:	 ﾠ(McCaughey	 ﾠ2009;	 ﾠqtd.	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
Nyhan,	 ﾠ2010):	 ﾠ
And	 ﾠone	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmost	 ﾠshocking	 ﾠthings	 ﾠI	 ﾠfound	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠbill…[was]	 ﾠthat	 ﾠevery	 ﾠfive	 ﾠyears,	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
Medicare	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠrequired	 ﾠcounseling	 ﾠsession	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwill	 ﾠtell	 ﾠthem	 ﾠhow	 ﾠto	 ﾠend	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠlife	 ﾠsooner,	 ﾠ
how	 ﾠto	 ﾠdecline	 ﾠnutrition,	 ﾠhow	 ﾠto	 ﾠdecline	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠhydrated,	 ﾠhow	 ﾠto	 ﾠgo	 ﾠin	 ﾠto	 ﾠhospice	 ﾠcare.	 ﾠAnd	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠway,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbill	 ﾠexpressly	 ﾠsays	 ﾠthat	 ﾠif	 ﾠyou	 ﾠget	 ﾠsick	 ﾠsomewhere	 ﾠin	 ﾠthat	 ﾠfive-ﾭ‐year	 ﾠperiod—if	 ﾠyou	 ﾠ
get	 ﾠa	 ﾠcancer	 ﾠdiagnosis,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠexample—you	 ﾠhave	 ﾠto	 ﾠgo	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠthat	 ﾠsession	 ﾠagain.	 ﾠAll	 ﾠto	 ﾠdo	 ﾠwhat’s	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠsociety’s	 ﾠbest	 ﾠinterest	 ﾠor	 ﾠyour	 ﾠfamily’s	 ﾠbest	 ﾠinterest	 ﾠand	 ﾠcut	 ﾠyour	 ﾠlife	 ﾠshort.	 ﾠThese	 ﾠare	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠ
sacred	 ﾠissues	 ﾠof	 ﾠlife	 ﾠand	 ﾠdeath.	 ﾠGovernment	 ﾠshould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠnothing	 ﾠto	 ﾠdo	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthis.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
While	 ﾠthis	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠabout	 ﾠgovernment	 ﾠdeath	 ﾠpanels	 ﾠ(a	 ﾠterm	 ﾠcoined	 ﾠshortly	 ﾠafter	 ﾠby	 ﾠformer	 ﾠvice-ﾭ‐presidential	 ﾠ
candidate	 ﾠSarah	 ﾠPalin)	 ﾠoriginated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠBetsy	 ﾠMcCaughey,	 ﾠit	 ﾠwas	 ﾠrepeated	 ﾠby	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠprominent	 ﾠ
Republican	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠincluding	 ﾠRep.	 ﾠJohn	 ﾠBoehner,	 ﾠRep.	 ﾠMichelle	 ﾠBachmann,	 ﾠRep.	 ﾠVirginia	 ﾠ
Foxx,	 ﾠRep.	 ﾠPaul	 ﾠBroun,	 ﾠand	 ﾠSenator	 ﾠChuck	 ﾠGrassley	 ﾠ(Medimatters.org,	 ﾠ2011;	 ﾠNyhan,	 ﾠ2010;	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
2	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
2009a).	 ﾠRepresentatives	 ﾠBachmann	 ﾠand	 ﾠFoxx	 ﾠeven	 ﾠrepeated	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠduring	 ﾠspeeches	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfloor	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠof	 ﾠRepresentatives	 ﾠ(Foxx,	 ﾠ2009;	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠ2009a).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Since	 ﾠ2001,	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠhave	 ﾠinitiated	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠoperations	 ﾠin	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠevaluate	 ﾠ
such	 ﾠclaims,	 ﾠincluding	 ﾠFactcheck.org,	 ﾠPolitifact.com,	 ﾠand	 ﾠThe	 ﾠWashington	 ﾠPost’s	 ﾠFact	 ﾠChecker.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
evaluated	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdeath	 ﾠpanel	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠon	 ﾠJuly	 ﾠ23,	 ﾠ2009	 ﾠand	 ﾠgave	 ﾠit	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlowest	 ﾠrating	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠ
organization	 ﾠassigns:	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire.	 ﾠCatherine	 ﾠRichert,	 ﾠwho	 ﾠresearched	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠfor	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠand	 ﾠwrote	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠexplanation	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrating,	 ﾠcommented	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ“[Betsy	 ﾠMcCaughey’s]	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsessions	 ﾠwould	 ﾠtell	 ﾠ
seniors	 ﾠhow	 ﾠto	 ﾠend	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠlife	 ﾠsooner	 ﾠis	 ﾠan	 ﾠoutright	 ﾠdistortion”	 ﾠ(Politifact,	 ﾠ2009b).	 ﾠFactCheck.org	 ﾠalso	 ﾠ
rated	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdeath	 ﾠpanel	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠas	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠand	 ﾠcalled	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠ“nonsense”	 ﾠ(Factcheck.org,	 ﾠ2009).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠwas	 ﾠvery	 ﾠaware	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdeath	 ﾠpanel	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwho	 ﾠopposed	 ﾠ
health	 ﾠcare	 ﾠreform.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠPew	 ﾠResearch	 ﾠCenter	 ﾠfor	 ﾠPeople	 ﾠ&	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPress	 ﾠsurveyed	 ﾠ1,003	 ﾠadults	 ﾠin	 ﾠAugust	 ﾠ
2009	 ﾠand	 ﾠfound	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ86	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠsurveyed	 ﾠhad	 ﾠheard	 ﾠabout	 ﾠdeath	 ﾠpanels	 ﾠ(2).	 ﾠRoughly	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠsurveyed	 ﾠcorrectly	 ﾠrejected	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠabout	 ﾠdeath	 ﾠpanels;	 ﾠhowever	 ﾠsome	 ﾠ30	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
individuals	 ﾠsurveyed	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠabout	 ﾠdeath	 ﾠpanels	 ﾠwas	 ﾠtrue,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠthe	 ﾠremaining	 ﾠ20	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot	 ﾠ
know	 ﾠwhether	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠwas	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠnot.	 ﾠNearly	 ﾠone-ﾭ‐third	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠsurveyed	 ﾠheld	 ﾠa	 ﾠview	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ
death	 ﾠpanels	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwas	 ﾠdemonstrably	 ﾠfalse.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠoriginal	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠabout	 ﾠdeath	 ﾠpanels	 ﾠwas	 ﾠnot	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠan	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficial	 ﾠ(although	 ﾠBetsy	 ﾠMcCaughey	 ﾠ
has	 ﾠpreviously	 ﾠheld	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠoffice)	 ﾠbut	 ﾠwas	 ﾠquickly	 ﾠpicked	 ﾠup	 ﾠand	 ﾠrepeated	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublican	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
Congress.	 ﾠA	 ﾠdemonstrably	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠabout	 ﾠdeath	 ﾠpanels-ﾭ‐	 ﾠone	 ﾠthat	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ
called	 ﾠ“nonsense”	 ﾠand	 ﾠ“an	 ﾠoutright	 ﾠdistortion”-ﾭ‐	 ﾠwas	 ﾠmade	 ﾠin	 ﾠat	 ﾠleast	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠspeeches	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfloor	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠof	 ﾠRepresentatives	 ﾠ(Politifact,	 ﾠ2009a;	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠ2009b;	 ﾠFactCheck.org,	 ﾠ2009;	 ﾠNyhan,	 ﾠ
2010;	 ﾠFoxx,	 ﾠ2009).	 ﾠThat	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠwas	 ﾠthen	 ﾠtransmitted	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic,	 ﾠand	 ﾠwas	 ﾠaccepted	 ﾠas	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠby	 ﾠmany	 ﾠ
Americans.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠthat	 ﾠfollow	 ﾠare:	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficials	 ﾠare	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠand	 ﾠto	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠ
degree	 ﾠare	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠdemonstrably	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠand	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠbeliefs	 ﾠcontradicted	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbest	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠexpert	 ﾠopinion?	 ﾠ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠgrowing	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
help	 ﾠto	 ﾠanswer	 ﾠthat	 ﾠquestion.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠpaper	 ﾠlooks	 ﾠat	 ﾠone	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠorganization-ﾭ‐	 ﾠPolitifact-ﾭ‐	 ﾠto	 ﾠexamine	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
factual	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠand	 ﾠdetermine	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠfactors,	 ﾠif	 ﾠany,	 ﾠlead	 ﾠ
members	 ﾠof	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠinaccurate	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Politifact	 ﾠregularly	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠby	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficials	 ﾠand	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠtruthful.	 ﾠ
Further	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠshows	 ﾠthat	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠthan	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠinaccurate	 ﾠ
statements-ﾭ‐	 ﾠspreading	 ﾠmisinformation-ﾭ‐	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
have	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠrated	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue.	 ﾠEvidence	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠthat	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠin	 ﾠclose	 ﾠraces	 ﾠwere	 ﾠless	 ﾠ
truthful	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthose	 ﾠin	 ﾠless	 ﾠcompetitive	 ﾠraces,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthat	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠdeclined	 ﾠas	 ﾠElection	 ﾠDay	 ﾠ
approached.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠis	 ﾠsome	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans,	 ﾠ
but	 ﾠthere	 ﾠwere	 ﾠno	 ﾠreadily	 ﾠidentifiable	 ﾠbiases	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠused	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthis	 ﾠanalysis.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Before	 ﾠexamining	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficials,	 ﾠit	 ﾠhas	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠshown	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
American	 ﾠPolitics	 ﾠis	 ﾠproblematic.	 ﾠInformation	 ﾠ(or	 ﾠmisinformation)	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠtransmitted	 ﾠdirectly	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ
elected	 ﾠofficials,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠoften	 ﾠthat	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠis	 ﾠpicked	 ﾠup	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠtransmitted	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠpublic.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠhow	 ﾠoften	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficials	 ﾠtransmit	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠit	 ﾠwould	 ﾠalso	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ
helpful	 ﾠto	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrole	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠplays	 ﾠin	 ﾠinforming	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠ(or	 ﾠ
misinformation)	 ﾠtransmitted	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficials.	 ﾠ	 ﾠFirst,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcase	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmade	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠ
from	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficials	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠto	 ﾠalter	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠpatterns	 ﾠand	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠ
preferences.	 ﾠThen,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠenvironment	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠexplored	 ﾠin	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnew	 ﾠmedia’s	 ﾠrole	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠAfter	 ﾠdiscussing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠcan	 ﾠhave	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠmedia’s	 ﾠrole	 ﾠin	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠa	 ﾠmethod	 ﾠfor	 ﾠoperationalizing	 ﾠand	 ﾠtesting	 ﾠ
misinformation	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdeveloped	 ﾠusing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Misinformation,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPublic,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠNews	 ﾠMedia	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Misinformation	 ﾠis	 ﾠonly	 ﾠan	 ﾠissue	 ﾠif	 ﾠit	 ﾠleads	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠto	 ﾠvote	 ﾠdifferently	 ﾠor	 ﾠexpress	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠ
preferences.	 ﾠIf,	 ﾠdespite	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠmisinformed,	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠstill	 ﾠvote	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠparty	 ﾠor	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠor	 ﾠsupport	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠsame	 ﾠposition	 ﾠas	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ‘perfect	 ﾠinformation’,	 ﾠthen	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠnecessarily	 ﾠ
problematic.	 ﾠA	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstudies	 ﾠhave	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠand	 ﾠits	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠto	 ﾠdistort	 ﾠpublic’s	 ﾠ
voting	 ﾠand	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠpreferences.	 ﾠA	 ﾠdiscussion	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠliterature	 ﾠon	 ﾠ‘irrational	 ﾠvoting’-ﾭ‐voting	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠone’s	 ﾠ
own	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐interest-ﾭ‐	 ﾠwill	 ﾠhelp	 ﾠdemonstrate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconsequences	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠpublic.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
When	 ﾠtalking	 ﾠabout	 ﾠirrational	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠit	 ﾠmakes	 ﾠsense	 ﾠto	 ﾠstart	 ﾠwith	 ﾠLarry	 ﾠM.	 ﾠBartels’	 ﾠIrrational	 ﾠElectorate.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Bartels	 ﾠprimarily	 ﾠfocuses	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbehaviors	 ﾠof	 ﾠuniformed	 ﾠvoters,	 ﾠas	 ﾠopposed	 ﾠto	 ﾠmisinformed	 ﾠvoters.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
difference	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠuninformed	 ﾠand	 ﾠmisinformed	 ﾠis	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠuniformed	 ﾠgenerally	 ﾠknow	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠ
know,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmisinformed	 ﾠbelieve	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠknow	 ﾠis	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠeven	 ﾠthough	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠnot	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
primary	 ﾠfocus	 ﾠof	 ﾠhis	 ﾠwork,	 ﾠBartels	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠtake	 ﾠsome	 ﾠtime	 ﾠto	 ﾠdiscuss	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠreviewing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠwork	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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of	 ﾠJohnston,	 ﾠHagen,	 ﾠand	 ﾠHall-ﾭ‐Jamieson,	 ﾠBartels	 ﾠobserves	 ﾠ“The	 ﾠideal	 ﾠof	 ﾠrational	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠbehavior	 ﾠis	 ﾠfurther	 ﾠ
undermined	 ﾠby	 ﾠaccumulating	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠvoters	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠpowerfully	 ﾠswayed	 ﾠby	 ﾠtelevision	 ﾠadvertising	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠdays	 ﾠjust	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠan	 ﾠelection”	 ﾠ(48).	 ﾠThe	 ﾠJohnston	 ﾠet	 ﾠal	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠquoted	 ﾠin	 ﾠBartels	 ﾠconcludes	 ﾠthat	 ﾠGeorge	 ﾠ
W.	 ﾠBush’s	 ﾠvictory	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2000	 ﾠwas	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠdue	 ﾠto	 ﾠan	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠvolume	 ﾠof	 ﾠtelevision	 ﾠads	 ﾠjust	 ﾠweeks	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
elections.	 ﾠBartels	 ﾠthen	 ﾠdiscusses	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdebate	 ﾠover	 ﾠsocial	 ﾠsecurity	 ﾠprivatization	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2000	 ﾠelections.	 ﾠ
He	 ﾠrelates	 ﾠa	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠby	 ﾠGabriel	 ﾠLenz,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠexamined	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠsupport	 ﾠfor	 ﾠsocial	 ﾠsecurity	 ﾠprivatization	 ﾠ
(Bartels,	 ﾠ48).	 ﾠLenz	 ﾠfound	 ﾠlittle	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠchanged	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠvote	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠ
candidates’	 ﾠstances	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠissue.	 ﾠInstead,	 ﾠvoters	 ﾠlearned	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcandidates’	 ﾠviews	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠcampaign	 ﾠ
advertising	 ﾠand	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠand	 ﾠadopted	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠposition	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠissue	 ﾠof	 ﾠprivatization	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
candidate	 ﾠthey	 ﾠalready	 ﾠsupported.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Bartels	 ﾠalso	 ﾠintroduces	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnotion	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠcan,	 ﾠand	 ﾠoften	 ﾠdoes,	 ﾠresult	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠpartisan	 ﾠbias.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠ
1988,	 ﾠa	 ﾠmajority	 ﾠof	 ﾠstrong	 ﾠdemocrats	 ﾠresponded	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠsurvey	 ﾠthat	 ﾠinflation	 ﾠhad	 ﾠgotten	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠworse	 ﾠunder	 ﾠ
President	 ﾠRegan	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠin	 ﾠfact	 ﾠinflation	 ﾠhad	 ﾠfallen	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠduring	 ﾠhis	 ﾠeight	 ﾠyear	 ﾠpresidency.	 ﾠA	 ﾠ1996	 ﾠ
survey	 ﾠfound	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠmajority	 ﾠof	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠsurveyed	 ﾠbelieved	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠFederal	 ﾠbudget	 ﾠdeficit	 ﾠhad	 ﾠ
increased	 ﾠduring	 ﾠClinton’s	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠterm	 ﾠin	 ﾠoffice	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠin	 ﾠfact	 ﾠit	 ﾠhad	 ﾠshrunk	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ$255	 ﾠBillon	 ﾠto	 ﾠ$22	 ﾠBillion	 ﾠ
(49).	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠBartels	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠdirectly	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconsequences	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠhe	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠmake	 ﾠsome	 ﾠ
important	 ﾠobservations:	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠand	 ﾠare	 ﾠinfluenced	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia,	 ﾠcampaign	 ﾠ
advertising,	 ﾠand	 ﾠcues	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠelites;	 ﾠand	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠis	 ﾠsusceptible	 ﾠto	 ﾠpartisan	 ﾠbias	 ﾠeven	 ﾠ
among	 ﾠthose	 ﾠwho	 ﾠare	 ﾠgenerally	 ﾠwell	 ﾠinformed	 ﾠabout	 ﾠpolitics.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Marcus	 ﾠMaurer	 ﾠand	 ﾠCarsten	 ﾠReinemann	 ﾠconducted	 ﾠa	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffects	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
misinformation	 ﾠin	 ﾠtelevised	 ﾠdebates	 ﾠ(2006).	 ﾠTelevised	 ﾠdebates	 ﾠallow	 ﾠvoters	 ﾠto	 ﾠform	 ﾠopinions	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ
candidates	 ﾠwithout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinfluence	 ﾠof	 ﾠjournalists,	 ﾠand	 ﾠnumerous	 ﾠstudies	 ﾠhave	 ﾠfound	 ﾠthat	 ﾠvoters	 ﾠactively	 ﾠ
learn	 ﾠabout	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠwatching	 ﾠdebates.	 ﾠAn	 ﾠearlier	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠfound	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmost	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠmotivations	 ﾠ
for	 ﾠwatching	 ﾠtelevised	 ﾠdebates	 ﾠare	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdesire	 ﾠto	 ﾠlearn	 ﾠabout	 ﾠcandidates’	 ﾠissue	 ﾠpositions,	 ﾠto	 ﾠcompare	 ﾠ
candidates’	 ﾠpersonalities,	 ﾠand	 ﾠto	 ﾠgain	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠfor	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠdecisions	 ﾠ(qtd.	 ﾠin	 ﾠMaurer	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
Reinemann,	 ﾠ492).	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠit	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠdemonstrated	 ﾠthat	 ﾠaudiences	 ﾠlean	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠwatching	 ﾠtelevised	 ﾠdebates,	 ﾠ
it	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠmean	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠlearn	 ﾠis	 ﾠfactually	 ﾠcorrect.	 ﾠMaurer	 ﾠand	 ﾠReinemann	 ﾠmake	 ﾠthis	 ﾠ
observation:	 ﾠ
Politicians	 ﾠtaking	 ﾠpart	 ﾠin	 ﾠtelevised	 ﾠdebates	 ﾠare	 ﾠinterested	 ﾠin	 ﾠwinning	 ﾠelections,	 ﾠnot	 ﾠin	 ﾠeducating	 ﾠ
their	 ﾠaudience.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠa	 ﾠconsequence,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠmay	 ﾠuse	 ﾠmanipulative	 ﾠrhetoric	 ﾠto	 ﾠdeny	 ﾠunpopular	 ﾠ
positions	 ﾠor	 ﾠto	 ﾠreinterpret	 ﾠfacts	 ﾠspeaking	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠown	 ﾠpositions.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthis	 ﾠcase,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstrong	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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learning	 ﾠeffects	 ﾠof	 ﾠtelevised	 ﾠdebates	 ﾠmay	 ﾠcause	 ﾠbeliefs	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhappen	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠwrong.	 ﾠDebate	 ﾠviewers	 ﾠ
may	 ﾠnot	 ﾠget	 ﾠinformed	 ﾠbut	 ﾠrather	 ﾠget	 ﾠmisinformed	 ﾠ(492).	 ﾠ
Using	 ﾠdata	 ﾠand	 ﾠtelevised	 ﾠdebates	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2002	 ﾠnational	 ﾠelection	 ﾠin	 ﾠGermany,	 ﾠMaurer	 ﾠand	 ﾠReinemann	 ﾠ
found	 ﾠthat	 ﾠdebate	 ﾠviewers	 ﾠwere	 ﾠconfused	 ﾠby	 ﾠone	 ﾠparticular	 ﾠcandidate’s	 ﾠselective	 ﾠpresentation	 ﾠof	 ﾠfacts.	 ﾠ
Their	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdebate	 ﾠshows	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠleaned	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdebate,	 ﾠviewer’s	 ﾠknowledge	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
facts	 ﾠdecreased	 ﾠrather	 ﾠthan	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠwatching.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthis	 ﾠexample,	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠled	 ﾠGerman	 ﾠ
voters	 ﾠto	 ﾠbelieve	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠGerman	 ﾠeconomy	 ﾠwas	 ﾠbetter	 ﾠoff	 ﾠthan	 ﾠit	 ﾠactually	 ﾠwas-ﾭ‐	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ
spread	 ﾠby	 ﾠan	 ﾠincumbent	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠseeking	 ﾠto	 ﾠretain	 ﾠoffice	 ﾠ(the	 ﾠincumbent,	 ﾠGerhardt	 ﾠSchroeder,	 ﾠ
prevailed	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2002	 ﾠelection).	 ﾠMisinformation	 ﾠled	 ﾠvoters	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠincorrect	 ﾠviews	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstate	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
German	 ﾠeconomy,	 ﾠresulting	 ﾠin	 ﾠreelection	 ﾠfor	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠwho	 ﾠwas	 ﾠinitially	 ﾠlooking	 ﾠat	 ﾠcertain	 ﾠdefeat	 ﾠ
(Burns,	 ﾠ2002).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠpreceding	 ﾠparagraphs	 ﾠhave	 ﾠfocused	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconsequences	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ
also	 ﾠbriefly	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrole	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠin	 ﾠcreating	 ﾠor	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠis	 ﾠdifficult,	 ﾠif	 ﾠ
not	 ﾠimpossible,	 ﾠto	 ﾠdiscuss	 ﾠirrational	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠbehavior	 ﾠwithout	 ﾠdiscussing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrole	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
creating	 ﾠand	 ﾠ/or	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠEven	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠincrease	 ﾠof	 ﾠdirect	 ﾠcommunication	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ
candidates	 ﾠto	 ﾠvoters,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠstill	 ﾠplays	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠrole	 ﾠin	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠcommunication.	 ﾠMaurer	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
Reinemann	 ﾠnote	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcrucial	 ﾠrole	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnew	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠplays	 ﾠin	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠinformation:	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠmodern	 ﾠdemocracies,	 ﾠmost	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠlearn	 ﾠabout	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠand	 ﾠissue	 ﾠpositions	 ﾠin	 ﾠelection	 ﾠ
campaigns	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmass	 ﾠmedia.	 ﾠVoters	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠknow	 ﾠpoliticians	 ﾠpersonally,	 ﾠand	 ﾠmost	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠ
issues	 ﾠare	 ﾠtoo	 ﾠcomplex	 ﾠto	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠwithout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinterpretations	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠby	 ﾠjournalists	 ﾠor	 ﾠexperts	 ﾠ
cited	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠ(490)	 ﾠ
While	 ﾠprevious	 ﾠexamples	 ﾠnoted	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrole	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠin	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠmany	 ﾠstudies	 ﾠ
have	 ﾠexplicitly	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠability	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠto	 ﾠinfluence	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠviews	 ﾠand	 ﾠpreferences.	 ﾠThese	 ﾠ
studies	 ﾠdemonstrate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia’s	 ﾠrole	 ﾠin	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
A	 ﾠ1999	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠby	 ﾠHofstetter	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠhow	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠradio	 ﾠimpacted	 ﾠlevels	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
misinformation	 ﾠamong	 ﾠlisteners.	 ﾠ	 ﾠExposure	 ﾠto	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠradio	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠlinked	 ﾠto	 ﾠhigh	 ﾠlevels	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠ
information	 ﾠamong	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlistening	 ﾠpublic;	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠHofstetter	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠnote	 ﾠthat	 ﾠlistening	 ﾠto	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠradio	 ﾠmay	 ﾠ
also	 ﾠincrease	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠincreasing	 ﾠlevels	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformation.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠof	 ﾠlisteners	 ﾠand	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐
listeners	 ﾠof	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠradio,	 ﾠHofstetter	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠfound	 ﾠthat	 ﾠlisteners	 ﾠwere	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠanswer	 ﾠmore	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠ
information	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠcorrectly	 ﾠthan	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐listeners.	 ﾠThey	 ﾠalso	 ﾠfound	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmore	 ﾠexposure	 ﾠto	 ﾠconservative	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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talk	 ﾠradio	 ﾠcorresponded	 ﾠindependently	 ﾠto	 ﾠgreater	 ﾠlevels	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠall	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠradio	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
ability	 ﾠto	 ﾠincrease	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠknowledge,	 ﾠconservative	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠradio	 ﾠalso	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠability	 ﾠto	 ﾠmisinform.	 ﾠGreater	 ﾠ
exposure	 ﾠto	 ﾠmoderate	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠradio	 ﾠwas	 ﾠassociated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠless	 ﾠmisinformed.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthis	 ﾠstudy,	 ﾠexposure	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
conservative	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠradio	 ﾠresulted	 ﾠin	 ﾠgreater	 ﾠlevels	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠnoted	 ﾠthat	 ﾠHofstetter	 ﾠet	 ﾠ
al.	 ﾠwas	 ﾠnot	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠweather	 ﾠliberal	 ﾠor	 ﾠprogressive	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠradio	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠ(due	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
research	 ﾠdesign)	 ﾠand	 ﾠthey	 ﾠsuggest	 ﾠdoing	 ﾠso	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfuture	 ﾠas	 ﾠan	 ﾠextension	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠwork.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Stefano	 ﾠDellavigna	 ﾠand	 ﾠEthan	 ﾠKaplan	 ﾠalso	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠhow	 ﾠpartisan	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠimpacts	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠpatterns	 ﾠ(2007).	 ﾠ
Instead	 ﾠof	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠradio,	 ﾠDellavigna	 ﾠand	 ﾠKaplan	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠhow	 ﾠthe	 ﾠentrance	 ﾠof	 ﾠFox	 ﾠNews	 ﾠinto	 ﾠnew	 ﾠmarkets	 ﾠ
affected	 ﾠlocal	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠpatterns	 ﾠand	 ﾠpreferences.	 ﾠSince	 ﾠFox	 ﾠNews	 ﾠwas	 ﾠadopted	 ﾠby	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠcable	 ﾠ
companies	 ﾠin	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠyears,	 ﾠit	 ﾠallowed	 ﾠthe	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠto	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠhow	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠto	 ﾠFox	 ﾠNews	 ﾠimpacted	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠ
patterns	 ﾠand	 ﾠpreferences.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠtowns	 ﾠthat	 ﾠbroadcast	 ﾠFox	 ﾠNews,	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠgained	 ﾠ0.4	 ﾠto	 ﾠ0.7	 ﾠpercentage	 ﾠ
points	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ1996	 ﾠand	 ﾠ2000	 ﾠpresidential	 ﾠelections.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠestimate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠFox	 ﾠNews	 ﾠ
convinced	 ﾠ3	 ﾠto	 ﾠ28	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠits	 ﾠviewers	 ﾠto	 ﾠvote	 ﾠRepublican.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠnot	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠdetermine	 ﾠif	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠ
was	 ﾠtemporary	 ﾠor	 ﾠmore	 ﾠpermanent,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠwere	 ﾠstill	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠshow	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠintroduction	 ﾠof	 ﾠFox	 ﾠ
News	 ﾠinto	 ﾠa	 ﾠcable	 ﾠmarket	 ﾠhas	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠand	 ﾠactively	 ﾠaltered	 ﾠ
voting	 ﾠpatterns	 ﾠin	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmarket.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠthis	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠdirectly	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠthe	 ﾠissue	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠit	 ﾠ
demonstrates	 ﾠthe	 ﾠability	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠto	 ﾠalter	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠpatterns	 ﾠand	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠpreferences.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠ
has	 ﾠthe	 ﾠability	 ﾠto	 ﾠinfluence	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠviews	 ﾠand	 ﾠpreferences,	 ﾠthen	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtransmission	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
media	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠto	 ﾠdistort	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠviews	 ﾠand	 ﾠpreferences.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠa	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠpublished	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2000,	 ﾠKuklinski	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠdemonstrate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthere	 ﾠare	 ﾠwidespread,	 ﾠinaccurate	 ﾠbeliefs	 ﾠ
about	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrealities	 ﾠof	 ﾠwelfare	 ﾠ(public	 ﾠassistance	 ﾠand	 ﾠincome	 ﾠmaintenance	 ﾠfor	 ﾠlow-ﾭ‐income	 ﾠfamilies).	 ﾠ
Through	 ﾠthe	 ﾠuse	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠsurvey	 ﾠinstrument	 ﾠthat	 ﾠincluded	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠ(questions	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠthere	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
single	 ﾠcorrect	 ﾠresponse),	 ﾠKuklinski	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠfound	 ﾠa	 ﾠgreat	 ﾠdeal	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠrelated	 ﾠto	 ﾠwelfare	 ﾠpolicy.	 ﾠ
Sixty	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠrespondents	 ﾠoverestimated	 ﾠat	 ﾠleast	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠfold	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠfamilies	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
welfare	 ﾠ(797).	 ﾠSome	 ﾠforty	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠrespondents	 ﾠoverestimated	 ﾠthe	 ﾠannual	 ﾠpayments	 ﾠreceived	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
welfare	 ﾠrecipients.	 ﾠA	 ﾠfurther	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠthirds	 ﾠ‘grossly	 ﾠoverestimated’	 ﾠthe	 ﾠamount	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfederal	 ﾠbudget	 ﾠspent	 ﾠ
on	 ﾠwelfare.	 ﾠA	 ﾠsecond	 ﾠstudy,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠunlike	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot	 ﾠlimit	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrange	 ﾠof	 ﾠanswers,	 ﾠfound	 ﾠan	 ﾠeven	 ﾠ
greater	 ﾠrange	 ﾠof	 ﾠmistaken	 ﾠbeliefs	 ﾠabout	 ﾠwelfare	 ﾠ(797-ﾭ‐798).	 ﾠMisinformation	 ﾠon	 ﾠwelfare	 ﾠwas	 ﾠskewed	 ﾠ
towards	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠcall	 ﾠanti-ﾭ‐welfare	 ﾠerrors:	 ﾠoverestimating	 ﾠthe	 ﾠamount	 ﾠof	 ﾠmoney	 ﾠreceived	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
welfare	 ﾠfamily,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpercentage	 ﾠof	 ﾠwelfare	 ﾠfamilies	 ﾠwho	 ﾠare	 ﾠblack	 ﾠor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠproportion	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnational	 ﾠ
budget	 ﾠthat	 ﾠgoes	 ﾠto	 ﾠwelfare.	 ﾠParticipants	 ﾠwere	 ﾠconfident	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠbeliefs-ﾭ‐	 ﾠa	 ﾠmajority	 ﾠof	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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fairly	 ﾠconfident	 ﾠor	 ﾠvery	 ﾠconfident	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠanswers	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ6	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠasked	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsurvey.	 ﾠ
Kuklinski	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠalso	 ﾠdemonstrate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthose	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠleast	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠresponses	 ﾠhad	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmost	 ﾠconfidence	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠbeliefs.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠconclude	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwidespread	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠcan	 ﾠlead	 ﾠto	 ﾠvery	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠ
collective	 ﾠpreferences	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠwould	 ﾠhold	 ﾠif	 ﾠcorrectly	 ﾠinformed.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠthis	 ﾠsection,	 ﾠliterature	 ﾠwas	 ﾠreviewed	 ﾠthat	 ﾠdemonstrated	 ﾠthe	 ﾠproblems	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠBartels	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
Maurer	 ﾠ&	 ﾠReinemann	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠhow	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠtransmitted	 ﾠdirectly	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
elected	 ﾠofficials	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic,	 ﾠdistorting	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠpreferences	 ﾠand	 ﾠaltering	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠpatterns.	 ﾠHofstetter	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠDellavigna	 ﾠ&	 ﾠKaplan	 ﾠwere	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠshow	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠability	 ﾠto	 ﾠinfluence	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠ
patterns	 ﾠand	 ﾠpreferences	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠaudiences	 ﾠand	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcase	 ﾠof	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠradio	 ﾠwere	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠdemonstrate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠcan	 ﾠand	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠtransmit	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠto	 ﾠits	 ﾠviewing	 ﾠaudience.	 ﾠFinally,	 ﾠKuklinski	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠ
documented	 ﾠwidespread	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠamong	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠabout	 ﾠwelfare,	 ﾠleading	 ﾠto	 ﾠvery	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠ
views	 ﾠand	 ﾠcollective	 ﾠpreferences	 ﾠabout	 ﾠwelfare	 ﾠprograms	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠwould	 ﾠhold	 ﾠif	 ﾠthey	 ﾠhad	 ﾠperfect	 ﾠ
information.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
While	 ﾠthe	 ﾠliterature	 ﾠreviewed	 ﾠhere	 ﾠhas	 ﾠdemonstrated	 ﾠthat	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficials	 ﾠtransmit	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠis	 ﾠinfluenced	 ﾠby	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmisinformation-ﾭ‐	 ﾠit	 ﾠhas	 ﾠdone	 ﾠso	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠfragmented	 ﾠway.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠbetter	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtransmission	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠelected	 ﾠ
officials	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic,	 ﾠit	 ﾠmay	 ﾠbe	 ﾠhelpful	 ﾠto	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠa	 ﾠsingle	 ﾠissue	 ﾠthat	 ﾠties	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
elements	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠtransmission	 ﾠtogether.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠcontemporary	 ﾠdebate	 ﾠover	 ﾠglobal	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠ
change	 ﾠis	 ﾠone	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠissue.	 ﾠRegarding	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠis	 ﾠgeneral	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠconsensus	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠissue.	 ﾠ
However,	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠand	 ﾠelite	 ﾠdiscourse	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠreflect	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgeneral	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠcensuses.	 ﾠOpinion	 ﾠ
polls	 ﾠconsistently	 ﾠshow	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠis	 ﾠmisinformed	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠconsensus	 ﾠon	 ﾠthis	 ﾠissue-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ
misinformation	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠequally	 ﾠdistributed	 ﾠacross	 ﾠideological	 ﾠlines.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠnext	 ﾠsection	 ﾠwill	 ﾠdiscuss	 ﾠ
misinformation	 ﾠin	 ﾠrelation	 ﾠto	 ﾠglobal	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Misinformation	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠDebate	 ﾠon	 ﾠGlobal	 ﾠClimate	 ﾠChange	 ﾠ
	 ﾠClimate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠcontentious	 ﾠissue-ﾭ‐	 ﾠnot	 ﾠfor	 ﾠscientists,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
2001	 ﾠreport,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnational	 ﾠacademy	 ﾠof	 ﾠscience	 ﾠstates	 ﾠthat:	 ﾠ
Greenhouse	 ﾠgases	 ﾠare	 ﾠaccumulating	 ﾠin	 ﾠEarth’s	 ﾠatmosphere	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠresult	 ﾠof	 ﾠhuman	 ﾠactivities,	 ﾠ
causing	 ﾠsurface	 ﾠair	 ﾠtemperatures	 ﾠand	 ﾠsubsurface	 ﾠocean	 ﾠtemperatures	 ﾠto	 ﾠrise.	 ﾠTemperatures	 ﾠare,	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠfact,	 ﾠrising.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠchanges	 ﾠobserved	 ﾠover	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlast	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠdecades	 ﾠare	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠdue	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
human	 ﾠactivities…Human-ﾭ‐induced	 ﾠwarming	 ﾠand	 ﾠassociated	 ﾠsea	 ﾠlevel	 ﾠrises	 ﾠare	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠto	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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continue	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ21st	 ﾠcentury	 ﾠ(Committee	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠScience	 ﾠof	 ﾠClimate	 ﾠChange,	 ﾠNational	 ﾠ
Research	 ﾠCouncil,	 ﾠ2001).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠDecember	 ﾠ3,	 ﾠ2004	 ﾠissue	 ﾠof	 ﾠScience	 ﾠmagazine	 ﾠcontained	 ﾠan	 ﾠarticle	 ﾠby	 ﾠNaomi	 ﾠOreskes	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠ
peer-ﾭ‐reviewed	 ﾠarticles	 ﾠon	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠpublished	 ﾠin	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠjournals	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠ1993	 ﾠand	 ﾠ2003.	 ﾠ
Articles	 ﾠwere	 ﾠdivided	 ﾠinto	 ﾠa	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠcategories,	 ﾠmost	 ﾠnotably	 ﾠif	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpaper	 ﾠendorsed	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconsensus	 ﾠ
position	 ﾠ(Greenhouse	 ﾠgases	 ﾠare	 ﾠaccumulating	 ﾠin	 ﾠEarth’s	 ﾠatmosphere	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠresult	 ﾠof	 ﾠhuman	 ﾠactivities…)	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
if	 ﾠit	 ﾠrejected	 ﾠthat	 ﾠopinion.	 ﾠOreskes	 ﾠreviewed	 ﾠ928	 ﾠpapers,	 ﾠand	 ﾠfound	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ75	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠeither	 ﾠexplicitly	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
implicitly	 ﾠendorsed	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconsensus	 ﾠview;	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠ25	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠtook	 ﾠno	 ﾠposition.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthis	 ﾠstudy,	 ﾠnot	 ﾠone	 ﾠ
paper	 ﾠout	 ﾠof	 ﾠ928	 ﾠreviewed	 ﾠrejected	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconsensus	 ﾠposition	 ﾠon	 ﾠanthropogenic	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
science	 ﾠon	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠis	 ﾠsolid-ﾭ‐	 ﾠand	 ﾠconsensus	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠcommunity	 ﾠis	 ﾠhigh.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠpresents	 ﾠa	 ﾠvery	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠpicture	 ﾠof	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠ2004,	 ﾠBoykoff	 ﾠand	 ﾠBoykoff	 ﾠ
conducted	 ﾠa	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠof	 ﾠhow	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠissues	 ﾠwere	 ﾠreported	 ﾠin	 ﾠmajor	 ﾠnewspapers	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠthe	 ﾠNew	 ﾠYork	 ﾠ
Times	 ﾠand	 ﾠWall	 ﾠStreet	 ﾠJournal.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠa	 ﾠmajority	 ﾠof	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠ(52.7	 ﾠpercent),	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ‘balance	 ﾠframe’	 ﾠwas	 ﾠused-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠarticles	 ﾠgave	 ﾠroughly	 ﾠequal	 ﾠattention	 ﾠto	 ﾠthose	 ﾠarguing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠview	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhumans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠcontributing	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
global	 ﾠwarming	 ﾠand	 ﾠthose	 ﾠdisputing	 ﾠthat	 ﾠview	 ﾠ(Boykoff	 ﾠand	 ﾠBoykoff,	 ﾠ2004).	 ﾠThirty-ﾭ‐five	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠstories	 ﾠ
emphasized	 ﾠanthropogenic	 ﾠcontributions	 ﾠto	 ﾠglobal	 ﾠwarming,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠalso	 ﾠpresented	 ﾠalternative	 ﾠviews.	 ﾠ
Boykoff	 ﾠand	 ﾠBoykoff	 ﾠconclude	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthere	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠgap	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠconsensus	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
public’s	 ﾠperception	 ﾠof	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠissues:	 ﾠhuman	 ﾠcontributions	 ﾠto	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchanges,	 ﾠand	 ﾠactions	 ﾠthat	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ
taken	 ﾠto	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange.	 ﾠA	 ﾠgap	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpersists	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠof	 ﾠbalanced	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia:	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠcontinuous	 ﾠjuggling	 ﾠact	 ﾠthat	 ﾠjournalists	 ﾠengage	 ﾠin	 ﾠoften	 ﾠmitigates	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠmeaningful,	 ﾠ
accurate,	 ﾠand	 ﾠurgent	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠissue	 ﾠof	 ﾠglobal	 ﾠwarming….through	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfilter	 ﾠof	 ﾠbalanced	 ﾠ
reporting	 ﾠ–popular	 ﾠdiscourse	 ﾠhas	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠdiverged	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠconsensus.	 ﾠ(Boykoff	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠBoykoff,	 ﾠ2004)	 ﾠ
A	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠby	 ﾠBoykoff	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2005	 ﾠfound	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ70	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠtelevision	 ﾠnews	 ﾠsegments	 ﾠprovided	 ﾠ
balanced	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcauses	 ﾠof	 ﾠglobal	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange.	 ﾠPew’s	 ﾠProject	 ﾠfor	 ﾠExcellence	 ﾠin	 ﾠJournalism	 ﾠ
studied	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2009	 ﾠduring	 ﾠan	 ﾠinternational	 ﾠsummit	 ﾠin	 ﾠCopenhagen,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
found	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbalance	 ﾠframe	 ﾠdominated	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠ(Hitlin,	 ﾠSartor,	 ﾠand	 ﾠRosenstiel	 ﾠ2009).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠ2010,	 ﾠPew	 ﾠconducted	 ﾠpolls	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic’s	 ﾠopinion	 ﾠof	 ﾠglobal	 ﾠwarming.	 ﾠOnly	 ﾠ34	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠglobal	 ﾠ
warming	 ﾠis	 ﾠoccurring	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠof	 ﾠhuman	 ﾠactivity,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠ32	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthere	 ﾠwasn’t	 ﾠsolid	 ﾠ
evidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠearth	 ﾠis	 ﾠwarming	 ﾠ(Pew	 ﾠResearch	 ﾠCenter,	 ﾠ2010).	 ﾠWhen	 ﾠasked	 ﾠwhether	 ﾠscientists	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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themselves	 ﾠagree	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠearth	 ﾠis	 ﾠwarming	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠof	 ﾠhuman	 ﾠactivity,	 ﾠ44	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠscientists	 ﾠagree,	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠ44	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot.	 ﾠ
Public	 ﾠopinion	 ﾠpolls	 ﾠnot	 ﾠonly	 ﾠreveal	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠdoubt	 ﾠabout	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠalso	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠideological	 ﾠ
split	 ﾠin	 ﾠviews	 ﾠon	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠwas	 ﾠpreviously	 ﾠmentioned	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ32	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠrespondents	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
there	 ﾠwasn’t	 ﾠsolid	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠearth	 ﾠis	 ﾠwarming.	 ﾠWhen	 ﾠresponses	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpew	 ﾠsurvey	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠ
above	 ﾠare	 ﾠexamined	 ﾠalong	 ﾠparty	 ﾠlines,	 ﾠ53	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐identified	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthere	 ﾠwas	 ﾠnot	 ﾠ
solid	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠearth	 ﾠis	 ﾠwarming,	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ14	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠWhen	 ﾠasked	 ﾠ
whether	 ﾠscientists	 ﾠagree	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠearth	 ﾠis	 ﾠgetting	 ﾠwarmer,	 ﾠ59	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠyes	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ30	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠRepublicans.	 ﾠA	 ﾠslight	 ﾠmajority	 ﾠof	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐identified	 ﾠindependents	 ﾠfelt	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthere	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ
solid	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠearth	 ﾠwas	 ﾠwarming,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ41	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠthat	 ﾠscientists	 ﾠwere	 ﾠin	 ﾠagreement	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠthe	 ﾠearth	 ﾠwas	 ﾠgetting	 ﾠwarmer	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠof	 ﾠhuman	 ﾠactivity.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠ2008,	 ﾠJacques,	 ﾠDunlap,	 ﾠand	 ﾠFreeman	 ﾠpublished	 ﾠan	 ﾠarticle	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠsources	 ﾠof	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠ
skepticism	 ﾠ(a	 ﾠterm	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠapplied	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠissues,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠinstance	 ﾠit	 ﾠrefers	 ﾠto	 ﾠdoubt	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ
climate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠauthenticity	 ﾠof	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠscience).	 ﾠJacques	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠspecifically	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠ141	 ﾠEnglish	 ﾠ
language	 ﾠbooks	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpromote	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠskepticism.	 ﾠUsing	 ﾠquantitative	 ﾠanalysis,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠfound	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠ92	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠbooks	 ﾠpromoting	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠskepticism	 ﾠwere	 ﾠlinked	 ﾠin	 ﾠsome	 ﾠway	 ﾠto	 ﾠconservative	 ﾠ
think	 ﾠtanks.	 ﾠJacques	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠthen	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠconservative	 ﾠthink	 ﾠtanks	 ﾠthat	 ﾠare	 ﾠinvolved	 ﾠin	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠissues	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠfind	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ90	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠthem	 ﾠpromote	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠskepticism.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠconclude	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
environmental	 ﾠskepticism	 ﾠis	 ﾠan	 ﾠelite-ﾭ‐driven	 ﾠcounter	 ﾠmovement	 ﾠcreated	 ﾠto	 ﾠcombat	 ﾠenvironmentalism	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠundermine	 ﾠthe	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠcommitment	 ﾠto	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠprotection	 ﾠ(Jacques,	 ﾠDunlap,	 ﾠand	 ﾠFreeman,	 ﾠ
2009,	 ﾠp	 ﾠ364-ﾭ‐365).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠissue	 ﾠhelps	 ﾠdemonstrate	 ﾠhow	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠoperates.	 ﾠFirst,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠis	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠ
scientific	 ﾠconsensus	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠissue	 ﾠof	 ﾠglobal	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresult	 ﾠof	 ﾠextensive	 ﾠempirical	 ﾠ
study	 ﾠand	 ﾠpeer	 ﾠreview.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠrelatively	 ﾠhigh	 ﾠlevel	 ﾠof	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠconsensus	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠreflected	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdiscourse	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠelites,	 ﾠespecially	 ﾠamong	 ﾠconservative	 ﾠelites	 ﾠwho	 ﾠhave	 ﾠsought	 ﾠto	 ﾠchallenge	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconsensus	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
global	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange.	 ﾠCoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠmore	 ﾠreflective	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
disagreement	 ﾠamong	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠelites	 ﾠthan	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconsensus	 ﾠamong	 ﾠscientists.	 ﾠPublic	 ﾠopinion	 ﾠof	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠ
change	 ﾠalso	 ﾠreflects	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdisagreement	 ﾠamong	 ﾠelites,	 ﾠand	 ﾠdoubts	 ﾠabout	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠare	 ﾠespecially	 ﾠ
strong	 ﾠamong	 ﾠthe	 ﾠportion	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠthat	 ﾠis	 ﾠpolitically	 ﾠaligned	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠelites	 ﾠwho	 ﾠpromote	 ﾠ
environmental	 ﾠskepticism.	 ﾠPublic	 ﾠopinion	 ﾠon	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠis	 ﾠshaped	 ﾠnot	 ﾠby	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠcensuses	 ﾠderived	 ﾠ
from	 ﾠempirical	 ﾠobservation,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠrather	 ﾠby	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠelites	 ﾠseeking	 ﾠto	 ﾠundermine	 ﾠviews	 ﾠon	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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protection	 ﾠand	 ﾠpreferences	 ﾠon	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠprotection	 ﾠpolicy.	 ﾠOn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠissue	 ﾠof	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange,	 ﾠ
misinformation	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠelites	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠhave	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠopinion	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠpreferences	 ﾠregarding	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠprotection.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Boykoff	 ﾠand	 ﾠBoykoff,	 ﾠamong	 ﾠothers,	 ﾠhave	 ﾠdemonstrated	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠreflects	 ﾠ
disagreements	 ﾠamong	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠelites	 ﾠand	 ﾠnot	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstrong	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠconsensus	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠissue.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠthis	 ﾠ
does	 ﾠnot	 ﾠexplain	 ﾠwhy	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠreflects	 ﾠelite	 ﾠdiscourse	 ﾠinstead	 ﾠof	 ﾠempirically-ﾭ‐derived	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠ
consensus.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠwhy	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠfails	 ﾠto	 ﾠcorrect	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠ(or,	 ﾠin	 ﾠsome	 ﾠ
cases,	 ﾠactively	 ﾠtransmits	 ﾠmisinformation)	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcontemporary	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠenvironment	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠbriefly	 ﾠ
examined,	 ﾠprimarily	 ﾠusing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠwork	 ﾠor	 ﾠprominent	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠscholars	 ﾠShanto	 ﾠIyengar	 ﾠand	 ﾠW.	 ﾠLance	 ﾠBennett.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠState	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠNews	 ﾠMedia	 ﾠ
Prominent	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠscholar	 ﾠShanto	 ﾠIyengar	 ﾠrecently	 ﾠobserved	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ“historically,	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠAmericans	 ﾠget	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠ
news	 ﾠhas	 ﾠdepended	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdevelopment	 ﾠof	 ﾠnew	 ﾠtechnologies	 ﾠfor	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠ(Iyengar,	 ﾠ
2011).	 ﾠ	 ﾠIn	 ﾠ1969,	 ﾠnetwork	 ﾠtelevision	 ﾠwas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdominant	 ﾠmethod	 ﾠfor	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠnews	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠ
public,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevening	 ﾠnews	 ﾠcasts	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbig	 ﾠthree	 ﾠnetworks:	 ﾠCBS,	 ﾠABC,	 ﾠand	 ﾠNBC	 ﾠreached	 ﾠthree	 ﾠquarters	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠhouseholds	 ﾠcombined.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠproliferation	 ﾠof	 ﾠcable	 ﾠnews	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ1980’s	 ﾠand	 ﾠ1990’s	 ﾠ
dramatically	 ﾠreduced	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnightly	 ﾠnews	 ﾠaudience,	 ﾠand	 ﾠby	 ﾠ2009	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbig	 ﾠthree’s	 ﾠaudience	 ﾠshare	 ﾠhad	 ﾠ
decreased	 ﾠto	 ﾠ31	 ﾠpercent.	 ﾠMedia	 ﾠoutlets	 ﾠno	 ﾠlonger	 ﾠcompete	 ﾠfor	 ﾠlarge	 ﾠaudiences;	 ﾠinstead,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠfight	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
relevance	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠvast	 ﾠsea	 ﾠof	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠoutlets	 ﾠthat	 ﾠdeliver	 ﾠcontent	 ﾠ24	 ﾠhours	 ﾠa	 ﾠday.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ24	 ﾠhour	 ﾠnews	 ﾠcycle	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpressure	 ﾠis	 ﾠon	 ﾠnews	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠin	 ﾠbreaking	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠ
race	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠrequires	 ﾠa	 ﾠloosening	 ﾠof	 ﾠtraditional	 ﾠjournalistic	 ﾠnorms	 ﾠabout	 ﾠsources,	 ﾠmethods	 ﾠand	 ﾠdepth	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠ(Bennett,	 ﾠ2012;	 ﾠIyengar,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠThis	 ﾠloosening	 ﾠof	 ﾠjournalistic	 ﾠnorms	 ﾠcreates	 ﾠa	 ﾠsituation	 ﾠ
where	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠis	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠtransmit	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic.	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠaddition,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeconomics	 ﾠof	 ﾠjournalism	 ﾠhas	 ﾠchanged.	 ﾠAudiences	 ﾠgeared	 ﾠtowards	 ﾠtraditional	 ﾠnews	 ﾠ
media-ﾭ‐	 ﾠnewspapers,	 ﾠnetwork	 ﾠTV,	 ﾠand	 ﾠlocal	 ﾠTV	 ﾠnews	 ﾠare	 ﾠsmaller,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠproliferation	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinternet	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
new	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠtechnology	 ﾠhas	 ﾠmeant	 ﾠmore	 ﾠcompetition	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠfree	 ﾠsources	 ﾠof	 ﾠnews-ﾭ‐	 ﾠblogs,	 ﾠnews	 ﾠ
aggregators,	 ﾠRSS	 ﾠfeeds	 ﾠand	 ﾠemail	 ﾠlists	 ﾠ(among	 ﾠothers).	 ﾠAccording	 ﾠto	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠscholar	 ﾠW.	 ﾠLance	 ﾠBennett,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
new	 ﾠeconomics	 ﾠof	 ﾠjournalism	 ﾠlead	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠ25	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠdecline	 ﾠin	 ﾠjournalism-ﾭ‐related	 ﾠjobs	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠ2001	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
2010.	 ﾠTraditional	 ﾠjournalists	 ﾠwere	 ﾠno	 ﾠlonger	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgatekeepers	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformation.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠloss	 ﾠof	 ﾠso	 ﾠmany	 ﾠ
journalism-ﾭ‐related	 ﾠjobs	 ﾠmeant	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthere	 ﾠwere	 ﾠfewer	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠpracticing	 ﾠand	 ﾠenforcing	 ﾠjournalistic	 ﾠ
norms.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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The	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠdescribed	 ﾠabove	 ﾠcreated	 ﾠa	 ﾠperfect	 ﾠstorm	 ﾠin	 ﾠjournalism:	 ﾠdeclining	 ﾠaudiences,	 ﾠreduced	 ﾠstaff	 ﾠ
capacity	 ﾠdespite	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmove	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠ24	 ﾠhour	 ﾠnews	 ﾠcycle,	 ﾠand	 ﾠcharges	 ﾠof	 ﾠbias	 ﾠlevied	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠin-ﾭ‐depth	 ﾠreporting.	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠ1999,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠexample,	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠof	 ﾠall	 ﾠnews	 ﾠstories	 ﾠhad	 ﾠzero	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠcontent	 ﾠ(Bennett,	 ﾠ2012).	 ﾠ
Instead	 ﾠof	 ﾠserious	 ﾠreporting,	 ﾠaudiences	 ﾠwere	 ﾠincreasingly	 ﾠexposed	 ﾠto	 ﾠsoft	 ﾠnews	 ﾠand	 ﾠhuman	 ﾠinterest	 ﾠ
stories.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠpreserve	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠautonomy,	 ﾠreputation	 ﾠfor	 ﾠobjectivity,	 ﾠand	 ﾠprovide	 ﾠinteresting	 ﾠcontent,	 ﾠ
journalists	 ﾠbegan	 ﾠto	 ﾠuse	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhorse	 ﾠrace	 ﾠframe	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠserious	 ﾠissues	 ﾠin	 ﾠpolitics	 ﾠand	 ﾠpolicy.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠhorse	 ﾠ
race	 ﾠframe	 ﾠ(also	 ﾠcalled	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbalance	 ﾠframe)	 ﾠcovers	 ﾠpolitics	 ﾠlike	 ﾠa	 ﾠsport:	 ﾠthere	 ﾠare	 ﾠcompeting	 ﾠteams,	 ﾠwho	 ﾠ
at	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠare	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠpull	 ﾠahead	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrace-ﾭ‐	 ﾠeventually,	 ﾠone	 ﾠteam	 ﾠwins	 ﾠthis	 ﾠrace	 ﾠand	 ﾠthen	 ﾠboth	 ﾠ
sides	 ﾠprepare	 ﾠto	 ﾠdo	 ﾠit	 ﾠall	 ﾠover	 ﾠagain	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnext	 ﾠcontest.	 ﾠAlmost	 ﾠany	 ﾠtype	 ﾠof	 ﾠnews	 ﾠitem	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠframed	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠhorse	 ﾠrace.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠintroduce	 ﾠa	 ﾠkey	 ﾠpiece	 ﾠof	 ﾠlegislation	 ﾠin	 ﾠCongress,	 ﾠa	 ﾠjournalist	 ﾠcould	 ﾠtake	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
time	 ﾠto	 ﾠevaluate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlegislation	 ﾠon	 ﾠits	 ﾠown-ﾭ‐	 ﾠor	 ﾠthey	 ﾠcould	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠquote	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠwho	 ﾠoppose	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
legislation.	 ﾠJournalists	 ﾠcould	 ﾠalso	 ﾠevaluate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcontent	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate’s	 ﾠstump	 ﾠspeech,	 ﾠor	 ﾠthey	 ﾠcan	 ﾠinvite	 ﾠ
one	 ﾠperson	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠeach	 ﾠ‘side’	 ﾠto	 ﾠcomment	 ﾠon	 ﾠhow	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevent	 ﾠhelped	 ﾠor	 ﾠhurt	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcandidate.	 ﾠNearly	 ﾠany	 ﾠ
type	 ﾠof	 ﾠnews	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠcan	 ﾠreflect	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbalance	 ﾠframe	 ﾠby	 ﾠusing	 ﾠa	 ﾠquote,	 ﾠparaphrase,	 ﾠor	 ﾠpiece	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
information	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠnews;	 ﾠa	 ﾠquote,	 ﾠparaphrase	 ﾠor	 ﾠpiece	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
‘other’	 ﾠside;	 ﾠand	 ﾠthen	 ﾠdiscussing	 ﾠhow	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpiece	 ﾠof	 ﾠnews	 ﾠaffects	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠside	 ﾠis	 ﾠscoring	 ﾠpoints	 ﾠor	 ﾠwinning	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠrace.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhorse	 ﾠrace	 ﾠframe,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠasked	 ﾠare	 ﾠ“whose	 ﾠwinning?”	 ﾠand	 ﾠ“how	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠthis	 ﾠevent	 ﾠ
affect	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠchances?”	 ﾠArticles	 ﾠwritten	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhorse	 ﾠrace	 ﾠframe	 ﾠare	 ﾠeasy	 ﾠto	 ﾠwrite	 ﾠand	 ﾠread	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠlike	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
story	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsports	 ﾠpage.	 ﾠComplex	 ﾠissues,	 ﾠlike	 ﾠhealth	 ﾠcare	 ﾠreform,	 ﾠare	 ﾠreduced	 ﾠto	 ﾠdiscussions	 ﾠof	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠ
side	 ﾠis	 ﾠscoring	 ﾠpoints	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdebate	 ﾠand	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠside	 ﾠis	 ﾠgoing	 ﾠto	 ﾠ‘win’.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠuse	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhorse	 ﾠrace	 ﾠframe	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠ
not	 ﾠrequire	 ﾠthe	 ﾠreporter	 ﾠto	 ﾠknow	 ﾠanything	 ﾠsubstantive	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠtopic,	 ﾠonly	 ﾠrequiring	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
reporter	 ﾠis	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠquote	 ﾠto	 ﾠeach	 ﾠside’s	 ﾠrespective	 ﾠposition	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠissue.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhorse	 ﾠrace	 ﾠframe	 ﾠmay	 ﾠ
make	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcompelling	 ﾠstories,	 ﾠit	 ﾠtends	 ﾠto	 ﾠobscure	 ﾠdiscussions	 ﾠover	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠand	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdone.	 ﾠEarlier	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠseries	 ﾠof	 ﾠstudies	 ﾠby	 ﾠMaxwell	 ﾠBoykoff	 ﾠwas	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠthat	 ﾠillustrated	 ﾠhow	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprevalence	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbalance	 ﾠ
frame	 ﾠundermines	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠreporting	 ﾠon	 ﾠglobal	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange.	 ﾠ
During	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2008	 ﾠPresidential	 ﾠElection,	 ﾠreports	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstatus	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ“horse	 ﾠrace”	 ﾠoutnumbered	 ﾠreports	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
candidate’s	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠpositions	 ﾠby	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ2.5	 ﾠto	 ﾠ1	 ﾠ(Iyengar,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ‘battle’	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠ
candidates	 ﾠObama	 ﾠand	 ﾠMcCain	 ﾠwas	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠspecific	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠproposals	 ﾠof	 ﾠeach	 ﾠ
candidate	 ﾠreceived	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠless	 ﾠattention.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠBoykoff	 ﾠand	 ﾠBoykoff	 ﾠnoted	 ﾠearlier,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠwidespread	 ﾠuse	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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horse	 ﾠrace	 ﾠ(balance)	 ﾠframe	 ﾠprevents	 ﾠmeaningful	 ﾠdiscussion	 ﾠof	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠin	 ﾠcandidates’	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠpositions	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠprecludes	 ﾠin-ﾭ‐depth	 ﾠevaluations	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimpacts	 ﾠof	 ﾠthose	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠpositions.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠhorse	 ﾠraces	 ﾠframe	 ﾠalso	 ﾠdeflects	 ﾠcharges	 ﾠof	 ﾠbias.	 ﾠCharges	 ﾠof	 ﾠbias	 ﾠare	 ﾠlessened	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠthe	 ﾠuse	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
counter-ﾭ‐sourcing-ﾭ‐	 ﾠquoting	 ﾠor	 ﾠparaphrasing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ‘other	 ﾠside’	 ﾠinstead	 ﾠof	 ﾠevaluating	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠitself	 ﾠ
(Bennett,	 ﾠ2012)	 ﾠ(Iyengar,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠIf	 ﾠan	 ﾠarticle	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠpresents	 ﾠboth	 ﾠsides,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠharder	 ﾠto	 ﾠcharge	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
article’s	 ﾠauthor	 ﾠwith	 ﾠbias.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Given	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcurrent	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠeconomy,	 ﾠjournalists	 ﾠand	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠoutlets	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠhave	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcapacity	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
judge	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠcompeting	 ﾠclaims,	 ﾠespecially	 ﾠthose	 ﾠinvolving	 ﾠtechnical	 ﾠor	 ﾠespecially	 ﾠ
complex	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠoptions.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠtherefore,	 ﾠno	 ﾠlonger	 ﾠhas	 ﾠan	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠmechanism	 ﾠfor	 ﾠfiltering	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠcommunication	 ﾠfor	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠseen	 ﾠin	 ﾠareas	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠis	 ﾠespecially	 ﾠcomplex	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
technical,	 ﾠthis	 ﾠhas	 ﾠled	 ﾠto	 ﾠgaps	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠand	 ﾠexpert	 ﾠopinion	 ﾠover	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnature	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠproblems	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠtools	 ﾠfor	 ﾠaddressing	 ﾠthose	 ﾠproblems.	 ﾠGiven	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconstraints	 ﾠfaced	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠit	 ﾠseems	 ﾠ
unlikely	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtrends	 ﾠdescribed	 ﾠabove-ﾭ‐	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠproliferation	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhorse	 ﾠrace	 ﾠframe	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
loosening	 ﾠof	 ﾠtraditional	 ﾠjournalistic	 ﾠnorms-ﾭ‐	 ﾠwill	 ﾠchange	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnear	 ﾠfuture.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠnow,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠ
environment	 ﾠwill	 ﾠcontinue	 ﾠto	 ﾠoperate	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠmanner	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠallows	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtransmission	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠthe	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠpublic.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
As	 ﾠillustrated	 ﾠby	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠstudies,	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠhas	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠconsequences	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠpublic.	 ﾠ
Misinformation	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠto	 ﾠdistort	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠpatterns	 ﾠand	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠpreferences,	 ﾠcausing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
misinformed	 ﾠto	 ﾠvote	 ﾠcontrary	 ﾠto	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠactual	 ﾠbeliefs.	 ﾠMisinformation	 ﾠhas	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠlarge	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
recent	 ﾠhealth	 ﾠcare	 ﾠreform	 ﾠdebate,	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠpolicy,	 ﾠand	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic’s	 ﾠbeliefs	 ﾠabout	 ﾠwelfare.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠ
individuals	 ﾠinterested	 ﾠin	 ﾠscience-ﾭ‐based	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠpolicy,	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠrepresents	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠbarrier	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
achieving	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠchange.	 ﾠMisinformation	 ﾠalso	 ﾠinduces	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠconfidence,	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠ
more	 ﾠdifficult	 ﾠto	 ﾠovercome	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlack	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformation.	 ﾠSince	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠis	 ﾠunwilling	 ﾠor	 ﾠunable	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
address	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠproblem,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠis	 ﾠleft	 ﾠwithout	 ﾠan	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠmechanism	 ﾠfor	 ﾠjudging	 ﾠ
competing	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠclaims.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Some	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠand	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠhave	 ﾠtaken	 ﾠit	 ﾠupon	 ﾠthemselves	 ﾠto	 ﾠtry	 ﾠand	 ﾠcreate	 ﾠnew	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠ
mechanisms	 ﾠfor	 ﾠjudging	 ﾠcompeting	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠclaims:	 ﾠthird	 ﾠparty	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠorganizations.	 ﾠThese	 ﾠ
organizations	 ﾠgive	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠone	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠtool	 ﾠto	 ﾠuse	 ﾠin	 ﾠevaluating	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠclaims.	 ﾠData	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthese	 ﾠ
organizations	 ﾠallow	 ﾠfor	 ﾠan	 ﾠassessment	 ﾠof	 ﾠwho	 ﾠis	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠtransmit	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠby	 ﾠcomparing	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors.	 ﾠAn	 ﾠinaccurate	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠdemonstrably	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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false	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠor	 ﾠunsubstantiated	 ﾠbelief	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠworld,	 ﾠcontradicted	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbest	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
expert	 ﾠopinion.	 ﾠBased	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdefinition	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠused	 ﾠabove,	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠinaccurate	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
equivalent	 ﾠto	 ﾠspreading	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Since	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠrelatively	 ﾠrecent	 ﾠphenomenon,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnext	 ﾠsection	 ﾠwill	 ﾠgive	 ﾠbackground	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠdiscussing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠspecific	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠused	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpaper	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠevaluate	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Political	 ﾠFact	 ﾠChecking	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
A	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠinternet	 ﾠbased	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠoperations	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠcreated	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlast	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠyears,	 ﾠ
including	 ﾠFactcheck.org,	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠMedia	 ﾠMatters,	 ﾠand	 ﾠNewbusters.com	 ﾠjust	 ﾠto	 ﾠname	 ﾠa	 ﾠfew.	 ﾠWhen	 ﾠasked	 ﾠ
about	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrise	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠin	 ﾠrecent	 ﾠyears,	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠeditor	 ﾠBill	 ﾠAdair	 ﾠoffered	 ﾠthis	 ﾠinsight:	 ﾠ
Political	 ﾠJournalists-ﾭ‐	 ﾠmyself	 ﾠincluded-ﾭ‐	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠtoo	 ﾠtimid	 ﾠabout	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpast	 ﾠ
because	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwere	 ﾠafraid	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcriticized	 ﾠfor	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠbiased.	 ﾠBut	 ﾠfacts	 ﾠaren’t	 ﾠbiased.	 ﾠNow,	 ﾠ
we	 ﾠare	 ﾠfinally	 ﾠcalling	 ﾠthe	 ﾠballs	 ﾠand	 ﾠstrikes	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcampaign	 ﾠthe	 ﾠway	 ﾠwe	 ﾠshould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpast	 ﾠ
(qtd	 ﾠin	 ﾠGlaser,	 ﾠ2008).	 ﾠ
Adair	 ﾠalso	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠjournalists	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠhandcuffed	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠidea	 ﾠthat	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠfair	 ﾠmeans	 ﾠ
simply	 ﾠreporting	 ﾠboth	 ﾠsides,	 ﾠwithout	 ﾠcommenting	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠeither	 ﾠside’s	 ﾠarguments.	 ﾠ
This	 ﾠview	 ﾠis	 ﾠconsistent	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠreviewed	 ﾠpreviously	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpaper	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠthat	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠ
reporting	 ﾠboth	 ﾠsides	 ﾠ(using	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhorse-ﾭ‐race	 ﾠframe)	 ﾠprevents	 ﾠmeaningful	 ﾠassessments	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠ
accuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠan	 ﾠarticle	 ﾠfor	 ﾠPBS.org,	 ﾠMark	 ﾠGlaser	 ﾠnotes	 ﾠthat	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠpoliticians	 ﾠbegan	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠ1980’s	 ﾠin	 ﾠTexas	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠwork	 ﾠof	 ﾠCarole	 ﾠKneeland.	 ﾠContemporary	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
internet	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠcarried	 ﾠout	 ﾠlargely	 ﾠby	 ﾠjournalists	 ﾠand	 ﾠconcerned	 ﾠcitizens.	 ﾠWith	 ﾠtraditional	 ﾠnews	 ﾠ
organizations	 ﾠreducing	 ﾠstaff	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠof	 ﾠeconomic	 ﾠpressures	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠchanging	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠlandscape,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
unlikely	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠhold	 ﾠpoliticians	 ﾠaccountable	 ﾠfor	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠwords	 ﾠand	 ﾠactions	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcost	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠPoynter	 ﾠFoundation’s	 ﾠCraig	 ﾠSilverman	 ﾠexplains	 ﾠwhy	 ﾠinterest	 ﾠin	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠhas	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠin	 ﾠrecent	 ﾠ
years:	 ﾠ“I’ve	 ﾠnever	 ﾠseen	 ﾠmore	 ﾠsmart	 ﾠand	 ﾠtalented	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠinterested	 ﾠin	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking.	 ﾠI’ve	 ﾠnever	 ﾠseen	 ﾠ
more	 ﾠmoney	 ﾠand	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠlining	 ﾠup	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠside	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdebunkers.”	 ﾠIn	 ﾠDecember,	 ﾠ2011	 ﾠSilverman	 ﾠ
attended	 ﾠa	 ﾠround	 ﾠtable	 ﾠdiscussion	 ﾠof	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠhosted	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠNew	 ﾠAmerica	 ﾠFoundation	 ﾠin	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Washington,	 ﾠDC.	 ﾠAt	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconference,	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠexpressed	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠmotivations	 ﾠfor	 ﾠwanting	 ﾠto	 ﾠfact	 ﾠ
check-ﾭ‐	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠway	 ﾠto	 ﾠstrengthen	 ﾠdemocracy,	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠway	 ﾠto	 ﾠdecode	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠcommunication,	 ﾠand	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠreaction	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠhigh	 ﾠprofile	 ﾠpress	 ﾠerrors,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfailure	 ﾠto	 ﾠaccurately	 ﾠreport	 ﾠon	 ﾠweapons	 ﾠof	 ﾠmass	 ﾠdestruction	 ﾠ
(WMDs)	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlead	 ﾠup	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠIraq	 ﾠwar.	 ﾠSilverman	 ﾠnotes	 ﾠthat	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠacademic	 ﾠpapers	 ﾠwere	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠat	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠconference,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠcould	 ﾠnot	 ﾠdiscuss	 ﾠthem	 ﾠin	 ﾠdetail	 ﾠsince	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpapers	 ﾠwere	 ﾠnot	 ﾠyet	 ﾠpublished.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Eric	 ﾠOstermeier	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠUniversity	 ﾠof	 ﾠMinnesota’s	 ﾠHumphrey	 ﾠSchool	 ﾠof	 ﾠPublic	 ﾠAffairs	 ﾠconducted	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
analysis	 ﾠof	 ﾠone	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganization,	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2011.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠhis	 ﾠanalysis,	 ﾠOstermeier	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠ
511	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠrated	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠJanuary	 ﾠ1,	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠand	 ﾠJanuary	 ﾠ31,	 ﾠ2011.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠsample	 ﾠcontained	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠroughly	 ﾠequal	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠLess	 ﾠthan	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
Republican	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrated	 ﾠhalf-ﾭ‐true	 ﾠor	 ﾠbetter,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠ75	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrated	 ﾠ
half-ﾭ‐true	 ﾠof	 ﾠbetter.	 ﾠ	 ﾠWhat	 ﾠstands	 ﾠout	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠis	 ﾠthat	 ﾠOstermeier	 ﾠuses	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdiscrepancy	 ﾠin	 ﾠratings	 ﾠ
between	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠand	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠas	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠbiased	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠRepublicans.	 ﾠHe	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ
briefly	 ﾠentertains	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnotion	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresult	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠare	 ﾠless	 ﾠtruthful	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ
Democrats,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthen	 ﾠdismissed	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpossibility	 ﾠwithout	 ﾠany	 ﾠfurther	 ﾠinvestigation.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠlacks	 ﾠ
depth	 ﾠand	 ﾠfails	 ﾠto	 ﾠeven	 ﾠtry	 ﾠto	 ﾠexplain	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠas	 ﾠanything	 ﾠbut	 ﾠbias.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
biased,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠit	 ﾠalso	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠthat	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠare	 ﾠless	 ﾠaccurate-ﾭ‐	 ﾠsomething	 ﾠOstermeier	 ﾠonly	 ﾠbriefly	 ﾠ
considers	 ﾠin	 ﾠhis	 ﾠanalysis.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Chris	 ﾠMooney	 ﾠand	 ﾠAviva	 ﾠMeyer	 ﾠanalyzed	 ﾠthe	 ﾠwork	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠWashington	 ﾠPost’s	 ﾠFact	 ﾠChecker,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠrates	 ﾠ
claims	 ﾠby	 ﾠassigning	 ﾠ“Pinocchios”-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmore	 ﾠPinocchios,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmore	 ﾠinaccurate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim.	 ﾠMooney	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
Meyer	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠ263	 ﾠratings	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpost	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠSeptember	 ﾠ2007	 ﾠ(when	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPost’s	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠ
began)	 ﾠand	 ﾠSeptember	 ﾠ2011-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ147	 ﾠfor	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠ116	 ﾠfor	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠ
rating	 ﾠfor	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ2.46	 ﾠPinocchios,	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ2.09	 ﾠPinocchios	 ﾠfor	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠ
Republicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠalso	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠassigned	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlowest	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠrating-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ4	 ﾠPinocchios.	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠ
were	 ﾠrated	 ﾠmore	 ﾠoften	 ﾠthan	 ﾠDemocrats,	 ﾠso	 ﾠagain	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠabout	 ﾠmethods	 ﾠand	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠbias	 ﾠarise	 ﾠbut	 ﾠ
cannot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠanswered	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠanalysis.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠliterature	 ﾠon	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠassumes	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠare	 ﾠcorrect	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
their	 ﾠassessments	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors.	 ﾠ	 ﾠA	 ﾠcareful,	 ﾠqualitative	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠ
made	 ﾠby	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠwould	 ﾠhelp	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠthis	 ﾠissue,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠit	 ﾠappears	 ﾠthat	 ﾠnone	 ﾠhave	 ﾠso	 ﾠfar	 ﾠ
been	 ﾠconducted.	 ﾠA	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠraised	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠcertain	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠ
however,	 ﾠand	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠcriticized	 ﾠby	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠand	 ﾠconservatives	 ﾠ
alike.	 ﾠSince	 ﾠthese	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠreveal	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexact	 ﾠmethodology	 ﾠused	 ﾠto	 ﾠselect	 ﾠand	 ﾠevaluate	 ﾠclaims,	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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they	 ﾠhave	 ﾠalso	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠopen	 ﾠto	 ﾠcharges	 ﾠof	 ﾠbias.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠanalyzed	 ﾠbelow	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠallow	 ﾠfor	 ﾠan	 ﾠevaluation	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganization,	 ﾠso	 ﾠthis	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠwill	 ﾠalso	 ﾠ
assume	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠis	 ﾠvalid.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Academic	 ﾠstudies	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠare	 ﾠrelatively	 ﾠnew,	 ﾠso	 ﾠthis	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠattempts	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
address	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠselection	 ﾠand	 ﾠselection	 ﾠbias	 ﾠby	 ﾠlooking	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠat	 ﾠwho	 ﾠis	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganizations.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠthere	 ﾠis	 ﾠidentifiable	 ﾠbias	 ﾠin	 ﾠhow	 ﾠan	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠchooses	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠor	 ﾠselects	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠto	 ﾠevaluate,	 ﾠthen	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠthat	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠwould	 ﾠnot	 ﾠ
be	 ﾠuseful	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠevaluation	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠthe	 ﾠissue	 ﾠof	 ﾠbias	 ﾠcan	 ﾠonly	 ﾠbe	 ﾠpartially	 ﾠaddressed	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
this	 ﾠanalysis,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠto	 ﾠdo	 ﾠso	 ﾠin	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠadvance	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdiscussion	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Once	 ﾠan	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠof	 ﾠwho	 ﾠis	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠis	 ﾠcomplete,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwill	 ﾠexamine	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐
checking	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠindicate	 ﾠare	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠinaccurate	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠSince	 ﾠwe	 ﾠconsider	 ﾠ
making	 ﾠinaccurate	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠequivalent	 ﾠto	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠthis	 ﾠwill	 ﾠallow	 ﾠus	 ﾠto	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠ
which	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors	 ﾠare	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠtransmit	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠFinally,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠto	 ﾠexamine	 ﾠaccountability-ﾭ‐	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠit	 ﾠmatter	 ﾠif	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors	 ﾠspread	 ﾠ
misinformation?	 ﾠGiven	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠused	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠonly	 ﾠcaptures	 ﾠa	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠfraction	 ﾠof	 ﾠall	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠsingle	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactor	 ﾠis	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake,	 ﾠthis	 ﾠquestion	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠaddressed	 ﾠto	 ﾠgreat	 ﾠeffect.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠopportunity	 ﾠto	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠthose	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠpresented	 ﾠitself	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠdata	 ﾠwas	 ﾠgathered	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐
checking	 ﾠwebsite	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠwas	 ﾠoriginally	 ﾠcompiled	 ﾠby	 ﾠJarrod	 ﾠOlsson-ﾭ‐	 ﾠa	 ﾠgraduate	 ﾠstudent	 ﾠalso	 ﾠ
at	 ﾠOregon	 ﾠState-ﾭ‐	 ﾠand	 ﾠis	 ﾠdescribed	 ﾠin	 ﾠgreater	 ﾠdetail	 ﾠbelow.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Several	 ﾠhypotheses	 ﾠwere	 ﾠdeveloped	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠabove	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrelevant	 ﾠliterature	 ﾠ
on	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠand	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠAll	 ﾠalternative	 ﾠhypotheses	 ﾠare	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐sided.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ H10:	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠequally	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠ
H20:	 ﾠThere	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠno	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠin	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠ
H30:	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠwill	 ﾠhave	 ﾠno	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠelection	 ﾠoutcome.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Politifact	 ﾠBackground	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠnominally	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐partisan	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwas	 ﾠfounded	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2007	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
Tampa	 ﾠBay	 ﾠ(formerly	 ﾠSt.	 ﾠPetersburg)	 ﾠTimes	 ﾠnewspaper	 ﾠ(Politifact.com,	 ﾠ2012).	 ﾠThe	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
separate	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnewspaper,	 ﾠalthough	 ﾠits	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠappear	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠTimes	 ﾠand	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠother	 ﾠ
newspapers	 ﾠacross	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠprimary	 ﾠactivity	 ﾠis	 ﾠrating	 ﾠ“statements	 ﾠby	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠCongress,	 ﾠ
state	 ﾠlegislators,	 ﾠgovernors,	 ﾠmayors,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpresident,	 ﾠcabinet	 ﾠsecretaries,	 ﾠlobbyists,	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠwho	 ﾠtestify	 ﾠ
before	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠand	 ﾠanyone	 ﾠelse	 ﾠwho	 ﾠspeaks	 ﾠup	 ﾠin	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠpolitics”.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠuses	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ“Truth-ﾭ‐o-ﾭ‐Meter”	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
rate	 ﾠclaims.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠorder	 ﾠof	 ﾠmost	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠto	 ﾠleast	 ﾠaccurate,	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠrated	 ﾠtrue,	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue,	 ﾠhalf-ﾭ‐true,	 ﾠ
mostly-ﾭ‐false,	 ﾠand	 ﾠpants-ﾭ‐on-ﾭ‐fire.	 ﾠClaims	 ﾠrated	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠ(from	 ﾠthe	 ﾠchildhood	 ﾠstaple	 ﾠ“liar,	 ﾠliar,	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
fire!”)	 ﾠare	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠan	 ﾠespecially	 ﾠridiculous	 ﾠclaim.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠalso	 ﾠtracks	 ﾠpromises	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
candidates,	 ﾠamong	 ﾠother	 ﾠactivities-ﾭ‐	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprimary	 ﾠfocus	 ﾠis	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtruth-ﾭ‐o-ﾭ‐meter.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠ2009,	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwas	 ﾠawarded	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPulitzer	 ﾠPrize	 ﾠfor	 ﾠNational	 ﾠReporting	 ﾠfor	 ﾠits	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2008	 ﾠ
national	 ﾠelections	 ﾠ(Adair,	 ﾠ2009).	 ﾠSince	 ﾠthen,	 ﾠit	 ﾠhas	 ﾠexpanded	 ﾠits	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠto	 ﾠinclude	 ﾠten	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
operations	 ﾠin	 ﾠFlorida,	 ﾠGeorgia,	 ﾠNew	 ﾠJersey,	 ﾠOhio,	 ﾠOregon,	 ﾠRhode	 ﾠIsland,	 ﾠTennessee,	 ﾠTexas,	 ﾠVirginia,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
Wisconsin.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠrates	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠby	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠasking	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠor	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠwho	 ﾠmade	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠit	 ﾠ
got	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠfrom.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠthen	 ﾠtracks	 ﾠdown	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoriginal	 ﾠsources	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠused	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠclaim,	 ﾠand	 ﾠworks	 ﾠbackwards	 ﾠto	 ﾠevaluate	 ﾠits	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠtries	 ﾠto	 ﾠrely	 ﾠon	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐
partisan	 ﾠsources	 ﾠas	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠpossible,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠCongressional	 ﾠBudget	 ﾠOffice	 ﾠ(CBO)	 ﾠor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
Congressional	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠservice	 ﾠ(CRS).	 ﾠThe	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠwho	 ﾠhas	 ﾠdone	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠthen	 ﾠwrites	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
column	 ﾠdescribing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoriginal	 ﾠclaim,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsources	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠused,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠ
itself.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠthen	 ﾠassigns	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠa	 ﾠrating,	 ﾠand	 ﾠpublishes	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠon	 ﾠPolitifact.com.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠhas	 ﾠnot	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠimmune	 ﾠto	 ﾠcontroversy.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠconservative-ﾭ‐minded	 ﾠwebsite	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
demonstrate	 ﾠbias	 ﾠin	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠcoverage,	 ﾠPolitifactbias.blogspot.com.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠDecember,	 ﾠ2011	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
found	 ﾠitself	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtarget	 ﾠof	 ﾠconsiderable	 ﾠire	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠliberal	 ﾠnew	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠwebsites	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcalling	 ﾠthe	 ﾠDemocrat’s	 ﾠ
claim	 ﾠthat	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwanted	 ﾠto	 ﾠend	 ﾠMedicare	 ﾠas	 ﾠits	 ﾠ2011	 ﾠ“lie	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠyear”	 ﾠ(MediaMatter.org,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Unfortunately,	 ﾠa	 ﾠdetailed	 ﾠcontent	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠof	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠwill	 ﾠhave	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠleft	 ﾠfor	 ﾠfuture	 ﾠ
consideration.	 ﾠWe	 ﾠrecognize	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠare	 ﾠoccasionally	 ﾠcontroversial,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠare	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
opinion	 ﾠthat	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠcriticized	 ﾠby	 ﾠpartisans	 ﾠon	 ﾠeach	 ﾠside	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠnecessarily	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠflawed	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠ
methodology.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Data	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠdata	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwas	 ﾠgathered	 ﾠusing	 ﾠa	 ﾠweb-ﾭ‐scraper,	 ﾠa	 ﾠtool	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠautomatically	 ﾠcollects	 ﾠdata	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠinternet.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠmining	 ﾠtool	 ﾠidentified	 ﾠ2981	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠwere	 ﾠevaluated	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
between	 ﾠJune	 ﾠ2007	 ﾠand	 ﾠOctober	 ﾠ2011.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠrepresent	 ﾠa	 ﾠwide	 ﾠarray	 ﾠof	 ﾠvoices	 ﾠand	 ﾠinterests,	 ﾠ
including	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠCongress,	 ﾠpersons	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠelected	 ﾠoffice,	 ﾠWhite	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠofficials,	 ﾠinterest	 ﾠ
groups,	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠfigures	 ﾠand	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠpundits,	 ﾠand	 ﾠeven	 ﾠa	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠcampaign	 ﾠyard	 ﾠsign.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠinitial	 ﾠdata	 ﾠset	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwas	 ﾠthen	 ﾠmerged	 ﾠwith	 ﾠelection	 ﾠdata	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠFederal	 ﾠElection	 ﾠ
Commission	 ﾠ(FEC)	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ2008,	 ﾠ2010,	 ﾠand	 ﾠpreliminary	 ﾠdata	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ2012.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠproduced	 ﾠa	 ﾠsample	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠ
gathered	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠcontained	 ﾠpersons	 ﾠwho	 ﾠ1)	 ﾠran	 ﾠfor	 ﾠoffice	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2008	 ﾠor	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠor	 ﾠare	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠ
for	 ﾠoffice	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2012	 ﾠand	 ﾠ2)	 ﾠhad	 ﾠat	 ﾠleast	 ﾠone	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠevaluated	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
After	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠdata	 ﾠwas	 ﾠmerged	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠelection	 ﾠdata	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠFEC,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsample	 ﾠcontained	 ﾠ474	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠ150	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠCongress,	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress,	 ﾠand	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠPresident.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠdata	 ﾠgathered	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠand	 ﾠmerged	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠFEC	 ﾠelection	 ﾠdata	 ﾠtreated	 ﾠeach	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
separate	 ﾠcase.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠan	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠhad	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠone	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠeach	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ
treated	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠunique	 ﾠcase.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠaddition	 ﾠto	 ﾠactual	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠname	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠperson	 ﾠwho	 ﾠmade	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstatement,	 ﾠeach	 ﾠcase	 ﾠ
contained	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfollowing	 ﾠinformation:	 ﾠthe	 ﾠState	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠthe	 ﾠperson	 ﾠhad	 ﾠrun	 ﾠor	 ﾠis	 ﾠcurrently	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
election,	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification	 ﾠ(Republican,	 ﾠDemocrat,	 ﾠor	 ﾠIndependent),	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoffice	 ﾠsought	 ﾠ(House,	 ﾠ
Senate,	 ﾠor	 ﾠPresident),	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcongressional	 ﾠdistrict	 ﾠin	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠan	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠwas	 ﾠrunning,	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠstatus	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
race	 ﾠ(as	 ﾠincumbent,	 ﾠchallenger,	 ﾠor	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠan	 ﾠopen	 ﾠseat),	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠpublished	 ﾠits	 ﾠ
judgment	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠmade,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠitself.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠalso	 ﾠissues	 ﾠa	 ﾠrating	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠit	 ﾠappears	 ﾠthat	 ﾠan	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficial	 ﾠmay	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ“flip-ﾭ‐flopped”	 ﾠon	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
previous	 ﾠposition,	 ﾠamong	 ﾠother	 ﾠactivities;	 ﾠhowever,	 ﾠsince	 ﾠwe	 ﾠare	 ﾠconcerned	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficials	 ﾠand	 ﾠthose	 ﾠseeking	 ﾠoffice,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠonly	 ﾠincludes	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠmade	 ﾠa	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠon	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
It	 ﾠwas	 ﾠthen	 ﾠdecided	 ﾠthat	 ﾠsome	 ﾠdemographic	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠadded	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcurrent	 ﾠdata,	 ﾠso	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
we	 ﾠmight	 ﾠboth	 ﾠcontrol	 ﾠfor,	 ﾠand	 ﾠbetter	 ﾠunderstand,	 ﾠother	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠthat	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠand	 ﾠpersons	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress.	 ﾠUsing	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ
Project	 ﾠVote	 ﾠSmart-ﾭ‐	 ﾠa	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐partisan	 ﾠwebsite	 ﾠthat	 ﾠgathers	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠabout	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠand	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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records-ﾭ‐	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠon	 ﾠgender,	 ﾠage,	 ﾠrace,	 ﾠreligion,	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠan	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠwas	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠelected	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoffice	 ﾠ
they	 ﾠcurrent	 ﾠhold,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresult	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠbid	 ﾠ(if	 ﾠapplicable).	 ﾠIn	 ﾠcases	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠdata	 ﾠwas	 ﾠnot	 ﾠ
available	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠProject	 ﾠVote	 ﾠSmart-ﾭ‐	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠfor	 ﾠrace	 ﾠand	 ﾠreligion-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcandidate’s	 ﾠofficial	 ﾠweb	 ﾠsite	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ
used	 ﾠto	 ﾠfill	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmissing	 ﾠinformation.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
At	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpoint,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠwere	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠways	 ﾠof	 ﾠlooking	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdata:	 ﾠfirst,	 ﾠeach	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠcan	 ﾠ
be	 ﾠtreated	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠcase,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠresults	 ﾠin	 ﾠ474	 ﾠcases	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠa	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠmember	 ﾠof	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠor	 ﾠperson	 ﾠ
running	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠwas	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠSecond,	 ﾠeach	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠcase,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠ
gives	 ﾠus	 ﾠ150	 ﾠpersons	 ﾠwho	 ﾠhad	 ﾠone	 ﾠor	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠevaluated	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
One	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmore	 ﾠdifficult	 ﾠaspects	 ﾠof	 ﾠusing	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠto	 ﾠevaluate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
elected	 ﾠofficials	 ﾠand	 ﾠthose	 ﾠseeking	 ﾠoffice	 ﾠwas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlack	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠthe	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠprovides	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ
how	 ﾠit	 ﾠchooses	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠfor	 ﾠevaluation.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠofficial	 ﾠwebsite,	 ﾠPolitifact.com,	 ﾠoffers	 ﾠno	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
how	 ﾠthey	 ﾠchoose	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠto	 ﾠevaluate.	 ﾠWhat	 ﾠwe	 ﾠdo	 ﾠknow	 ﾠabout	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠmethods	 ﾠhas	 ﾠlargely	 ﾠ
come	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠinterviews	 ﾠwith	 ﾠsenior	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠorganization.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠAugust	 ﾠof	 ﾠ2009,	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠEditor	 ﾠBill	 ﾠ
Adair	 ﾠappeared	 ﾠon	 ﾠC-ﾭ‐SPAN’s	 ﾠWashington	 ﾠJournal,	 ﾠand	 ﾠoffered	 ﾠthis	 ﾠinsight	 ﾠinto	 ﾠhow	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠ
operation	 ﾠworks:	 ﾠ
What	 ﾠwe	 ﾠdo	 ﾠis	 ﾠlook	 ﾠinto	 ﾠthese	 ﾠclaims,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐check	 ﾠthem.	 ﾠWe	 ﾠfact	 ﾠcheck	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠsay,	 ﾠ
whether	 ﾠit’s	 ﾠPresident	 ﾠObama	 ﾠor	 ﾠSenate	 ﾠMajority	 ﾠLeader	 ﾠReid,	 ﾠor	 ﾠJohn	 ﾠBoehner,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠRepublican	 ﾠ
Leader	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠor	 ﾠGlen	 ﾠBeck	 ﾠand	 ﾠKeith	 ﾠOlbermann.	 ﾠAnd	 ﾠwe	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐check	 ﾠthem,	 ﾠwe’re	 ﾠ
thorough	 ﾠjournalists	 ﾠand	 ﾠI	 ﾠthink….	 ﾠWe’re	 ﾠreally	 ﾠneeded	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠthere’s	 ﾠso	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠchaos	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠdiscourse,	 ﾠI	 ﾠthink	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠa	 ﾠplace	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠcan	 ﾠcome	 ﾠand	 ﾠsort	 ﾠit	 ﾠout	 ﾠand	 ﾠsee	 ﾠif	 ﾠ
it’s	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠnot.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Later	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinterview,	 ﾠAdair	 ﾠis	 ﾠasked	 ﾠby	 ﾠcallers	 ﾠto	 ﾠdiscuss	 ﾠthe	 ﾠway	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠcertain	 ﾠ
claims,	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠRush	 ﾠLimbaugh	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcontroversy	 ﾠover	 ﾠPresident	 ﾠObama’s	 ﾠbirth	 ﾠcertificate.	 ﾠ
He	 ﾠoffers	 ﾠthese	 ﾠinsights	 ﾠinto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmodus	 ﾠoperandi	 ﾠof	 ﾠPolitifact:	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
We	 ﾠchoose	 ﾠto	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠthings	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwe’re	 ﾠcurious	 ﾠabout.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠwe	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠsomething	 ﾠand	 ﾠwe	 ﾠthink	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
elected	 ﾠofficial	 ﾠor	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠshow	 ﾠhost	 ﾠis	 ﾠwrong,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwill	 ﾠfact	 ﾠcheck	 ﾠit.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
We	 ﾠwant	 ﾠto	 ﾠfact	 ﾠcheck	 ﾠeverybody	 ﾠand	 ﾠeverything	 ﾠthat’s	 ﾠout	 ﾠthere-ﾭ‐	 ﾠso	 ﾠthat’s	 ﾠwhy	 ﾠwe	 ﾠfact	 ﾠcheck	 ﾠ
Twitter	 ﾠmessages	 ﾠand	 ﾠFacebook	 ﾠposts	 ﾠand	 ﾠwhatever	 ﾠcomes	 ﾠup.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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We	 ﾠare	 ﾠreally	 ﾠcreating	 ﾠa	 ﾠtremendous	 ﾠdatabase	 ﾠof	 ﾠindependent	 ﾠjournalism	 ﾠthat	 ﾠis	 ﾠassessing	 ﾠthese	 ﾠ
things	 ﾠand	 ﾠit’s	 ﾠvaluable	 ﾠfor	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠto	 ﾠsee,	 ﾠwell	 ﾠhow	 ﾠoften	 ﾠPresident	 ﾠObama	 ﾠis	 ﾠright	 ﾠand	 ﾠhow	 ﾠ
often	 ﾠSenator	 ﾠMcCain	 ﾠwas	 ﾠright.	 ﾠI	 ﾠthink	 ﾠof	 ﾠit	 ﾠlike	 ﾠthe	 ﾠback	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠbaseball	 ﾠcard,	 ﾠthat	 ﾠit’s	 ﾠsort	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
someone’s	 ﾠcareer	 ﾠstatistics-ﾭ‐	 ﾠwhat’s	 ﾠsomeone’s	 ﾠbatting	 ﾠaverage?	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
It	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠappear	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠtaking	 ﾠa	 ﾠsystematic	 ﾠapproach	 ﾠto	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ
made	 ﾠby	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠinstance,	 ﾠcheck	 ﾠevery	 ﾠsingle	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠ
makes,	 ﾠor	 ﾠevery	 ﾠsingle	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠrepeated	 ﾠbut	 ﾠnot	 ﾠchecked	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠoutlets.	 ﾠInstead,	 ﾠ
Politifact’s	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠis	 ﾠreflective	 ﾠof	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠthinks	 ﾠis	 ﾠrelevant	 ﾠin	 ﾠour	 ﾠnational	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠ
discourse.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Since	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprecise	 ﾠmethodology	 ﾠused	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠin	 ﾠselecting	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠcould	 ﾠnot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠascertained,	 ﾠit	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ
important	 ﾠto	 ﾠtry	 ﾠand	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠwho	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwas	 ﾠchoosing	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠand	 ﾠwho	 ﾠthey	 ﾠcould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠ
but	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠanswer	 ﾠthe	 ﾠquestion	 ﾠof	 ﾠwho	 ﾠis	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠa	 ﾠdata	 ﾠset	 ﾠconsisting	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠwas	 ﾠcreated.	 ﾠUsing	 ﾠelection	 ﾠdata	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠNew	 ﾠYork	 ﾠTimes,	 ﾠ995	 ﾠ
people	 ﾠwho	 ﾠwere	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠof	 ﾠRepresentatives,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠSenate,	 ﾠor	 ﾠwere	 ﾠcurrent	 ﾠ
members	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠSenate	 ﾠbut	 ﾠwere	 ﾠnot	 ﾠfacing	 ﾠelection	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠwere	 ﾠidentified.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠlast	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ
included	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠalthough	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwere	 ﾠnot	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠreelection,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠstill	 ﾠparticipated	 ﾠin	 ﾠelection	 ﾠ
activities,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠcampaigning	 ﾠand	 ﾠfundraising,	 ﾠand	 ﾠSenators	 ﾠare	 ﾠalways	 ﾠrelevant	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnational	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠ
discourse.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
When	 ﾠcombined	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpreviously	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠdata,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠelection	 ﾠdata	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠTimes	 ﾠhelped	 ﾠto	 ﾠproduce	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠpicture	 ﾠof	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ‘2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠdataset’	 ﾠincluded	 ﾠa	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
variables:	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate’s	 ﾠopponent	 ﾠor	 ﾠopponents,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠvictory	 ﾠ(or	 ﾠdefeat),	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstate	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ
running	 ﾠin,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcongressional	 ﾠdistrict	 ﾠin	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrunning,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoffice	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwere	 ﾠseeking	 ﾠ(House	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
Senate),	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification,	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠgender,	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠstatus	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrace	 ﾠ(incumbent,	 ﾠchallenger,	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠ
for	 ﾠan	 ﾠopen	 ﾠseat),	 ﾠwhether	 ﾠthey	 ﾠoccupied	 ﾠa	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠposition	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠparty	 ﾠor	 ﾠwere	 ﾠa	 ﾠcommittee	 ﾠchair,	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠresult	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠbid,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠthey	 ﾠhad	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠeach	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmade,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠfor	 ﾠeach	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠcategory	 ﾠ(True,	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue,	 ﾠ
etc.).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Included	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠdata	 ﾠwere	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠDecember,	 ﾠ2008	 ﾠ(right	 ﾠ
after	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2008	 ﾠelections)	 ﾠto	 ﾠOctober,	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠ(right	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelections).	 ﾠThis	 ﾠallowed	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
examination	 ﾠof	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠin	 ﾠone	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Methods	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠdata	 ﾠwas	 ﾠanalyzed	 ﾠusing	 ﾠPredictive	 ﾠAnalytics	 ﾠSoftware	 ﾠ(PASW,	 ﾠformerly	 ﾠSPSS),	 ﾠa	 ﾠprogram	 ﾠthat	 ﾠallows	 ﾠ
for	 ﾠthe	 ﾠuse	 ﾠof	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠtypes	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatistical	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠtechniques.	 ﾠDescriptive	 ﾠstatistics	 ﾠand	 ﾠcross-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ
tabulations	 ﾠwere	 ﾠused	 ﾠto	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdistribution	 ﾠof	 ﾠdemographic	 ﾠcharacteristics-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
women	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠmen,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠvs.	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
Republicans,	 ﾠor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠopen	 ﾠseats	 ﾠwon	 ﾠby	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2010,	 ﾠamong	 ﾠothers.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
To	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrelationships	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠ(by	 ﾠPolitifact),	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy,	 ﾠ
election	 ﾠoutcomes	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexplanatory	 ﾠvariables	 ﾠgathered,	 ﾠordinal	 ﾠlogistical	 ﾠregression	 ﾠ(ordinal	 ﾠlogit),	 ﾠ
Poisson,	 ﾠand	 ﾠlogistical	 ﾠregression	 ﾠ(logit)	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠtechniques	 ﾠwere	 ﾠused.	 ﾠ	 ﾠPoisson	 ﾠregression	 ﾠis	 ﾠmodeling	 ﾠ
technique,	 ﾠused	 ﾠto	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠ“count”	 ﾠdependent	 ﾠvariables	 ﾠ(Larget,	 ﾠ2007),	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠis	 ﾠappropriate	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠ
looking	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠhad	 ﾠjudged.	 ﾠ	 ﾠLogistical	 ﾠregression	 ﾠis	 ﾠyet	 ﾠanother	 ﾠ
technique	 ﾠfor	 ﾠmodeling	 ﾠdata,	 ﾠexcept	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠis	 ﾠdichotomous	 ﾠ(Newsom,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠThis	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
useful	 ﾠfor	 ﾠanalyzing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠgathered,	 ﾠsince	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠvariables	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠcan	 ﾠ
be	 ﾠexpressed	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠbinary	 ﾠchoice-ﾭ‐	 ﾠeither	 ﾠa	 ﾠperson	 ﾠwas	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠor	 ﾠwas	 ﾠnot.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠcan	 ﾠalso	 ﾠbe	 ﾠused	 ﾠto	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠ
statement	 ﾠaccuracy,	 ﾠsince	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠgrouped	 ﾠinto	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠcategories-ﾭ‐	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠand	 ﾠnot	 ﾠaccurate.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Ordinal	 ﾠlogistical	 ﾠregression	 ﾠis	 ﾠuseful	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠis	 ﾠcategorical	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcategories	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
rank-ﾭ‐order-ﾭ‐	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠis	 ﾠhow	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠare	 ﾠorganized.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
At	 ﾠthis	 ﾠpoint	 ﾠit	 ﾠseems	 ﾠuseful	 ﾠto	 ﾠdefine	 ﾠa	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠvariables	 ﾠused	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠanalysis,	 ﾠand	 ﾠin	 ﾠsome	 ﾠcases	 ﾠ
provide	 ﾠmore	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠabout	 ﾠhow	 ﾠthat	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠwas	 ﾠobtained:	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Statements:	 ﾠThe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠhad	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠtime	 ﾠ
period.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection,	 ﾠit	 ﾠrepresents	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠ
December	 ﾠ2008	 ﾠand	 ﾠOctober,	 ﾠ2010.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfull	 ﾠdata	 ﾠset,	 ﾠit	 ﾠrepresents	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
individual	 ﾠhad	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠ2007	 ﾠand	 ﾠSeptember,	 ﾠ2011.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Coverage:	 ﾠ	 ﾠA	 ﾠdummy	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠCoverage	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ1,	 ﾠif	 ﾠan	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠhad	 ﾠat	 ﾠleast	 ﾠone	 ﾠ
statement	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠobservation	 ﾠperiod,	 ﾠCoverage=0	 ﾠif	 ﾠthey	 ﾠhad	 ﾠno	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ
covered	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠobservation	 ﾠperiod.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Women:	 ﾠA	 ﾠdummy	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠfor	 ﾠgender.	 ﾠWomen	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ1	 ﾠif	 ﾠan	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠfemale,	 ﾠWomen	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ0	 ﾠif	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
individual	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠmale.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Republican:	 ﾠA	 ﾠdummy	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠfor	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification.	 ﾠ	 ﾠRepublican	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ1	 ﾠif	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠwas	 ﾠRepublican,	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠRepublican	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ0	 ﾠif	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠwas	 ﾠa	 ﾠDemocrat	 ﾠor	 ﾠIndependent.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠwas	 ﾠzero	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
Independent	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠand	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ9	 ﾠindependents	 ﾠran	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2010.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Incumbent:	 ﾠA	 ﾠdummy	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠfor	 ﾠrace	 ﾠstatus.	 ﾠIncumbent	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ1	 ﾠif	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠwas	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠre-ﾭ‐election,	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠincumbent	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ0	 ﾠif	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠwas	 ﾠchallenging	 ﾠan	 ﾠincumbent	 ﾠor	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠin	 ﾠan	 ﾠopen	 ﾠrace.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Leadership:	 ﾠA	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠindicating	 ﾠwhether	 ﾠor	 ﾠnot	 ﾠa	 ﾠperson	 ﾠheld	 ﾠa	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠposition	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠOne	 ﾠHundred	 ﾠ
Eleventh	 ﾠUnited	 ﾠStates	 ﾠCongress.	 ﾠA	 ﾠperson	 ﾠwas	 ﾠconsidered	 ﾠa	 ﾠleader	 ﾠif	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwere	 ﾠchair	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstanding	 ﾠ
committee	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSenate,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSenate	 ﾠMajority	 ﾠLeader,	 ﾠThe	 ﾠSpeaker	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse,	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠ
Minority	 ﾠleader,	 ﾠor	 ﾠParty	 ﾠWhip.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Senate:	 ﾠA	 ﾠdummy	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠindicating	 ﾠwhether	 ﾠa	 ﾠperson	 ﾠwas	 ﾠa	 ﾠmember	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠor	 ﾠSenate	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
running	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠor	 ﾠSenate.	 ﾠSenate=	 ﾠ1	 ﾠfor	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠand	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠSenate,	 ﾠand	 ﾠSenate	 ﾠ=0	 ﾠ
for	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠand	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠHouse.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Margin	 ﾠof	 ﾠVictory	 ﾠ/	 ﾠDefeat:	 ﾠFor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpercentage	 ﾠpoint	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠ
running	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠseat.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠwas	 ﾠconverted	 ﾠto	 ﾠabsolute	 ﾠdecimal	 ﾠvalues,	 ﾠand	 ﾠmade	 ﾠinto	 ﾠdummy	 ﾠ
variables	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ4	 ﾠcategories:	 ﾠelection	 ﾠwith	 ﾠabsolute	 ﾠmargins	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ.10,	 ﾠelections	 ﾠwith	 ﾠmargins	 ﾠ
between	 ﾠ.10	 ﾠand	 ﾠ.19,	 ﾠelections	 ﾠwith	 ﾠmargins	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠ.20	 ﾠand	 ﾠ.29,	 ﾠand	 ﾠelections	 ﾠwith	 ﾠmargins	 ﾠgreater	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠ.30.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
State	 ﾠPolitifact:	 ﾠA	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠindicates	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpresence	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstate	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
candidate	 ﾠwas	 ﾠrunning.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠheadquartered	 ﾠin	 ﾠFlorida	 ﾠand	 ﾠhas	 ﾠstate	 ﾠoperations	 ﾠin	 ﾠFlorida,	 ﾠ
Georgia,	 ﾠNew	 ﾠJersey,	 ﾠOhio,	 ﾠOregon,	 ﾠRhode	 ﾠIsland,	 ﾠTennessee,	 ﾠTexas,	 ﾠVirginia,	 ﾠand	 ﾠWisconsin.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Presidential	 ﾠCandidate:	 ﾠIndicates	 ﾠan	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠwho	 ﾠwas	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠRepublican	 ﾠnomination	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
President	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2012	 ﾠor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPresident	 ﾠhimself,	 ﾠBarack	 ﾠObama.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠJudgment:	 ﾠThe	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstatement,	 ﾠas	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠrates	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠ
on	 ﾠa	 ﾠ6	 ﾠpoint	 ﾠscale:	 ﾠTrue,	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue,	 ﾠhalf-ﾭ‐true,	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠfalse,	 ﾠfalse,	 ﾠand	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠ(a	 ﾠparticularly	 ﾠ
egregious	 ﾠstatement).	 ﾠFor	 ﾠAnalysis,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠscale	 ﾠwas	 ﾠconverted	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠlikert	 ﾠscale	 ﾠranging	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ0	 ﾠ(pants	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
fire)	 ﾠto	 ﾠ5	 ﾠ(true).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Election	 ﾠOutcome:	 ﾠA	 ﾠdummy	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠused	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠdata	 ﾠset.	 ﾠElection	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ1	 ﾠif	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
candidate	 ﾠwon	 ﾠhis	 ﾠor	 ﾠher	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠbid	 ﾠand	 ﾠelection	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ0	 ﾠif	 ﾠa	 ﾠperson	 ﾠlost	 ﾠhis	 ﾠor	 ﾠher	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠ
election	 ﾠbid.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠis	 ﾠsometimes	 ﾠlabeled	 ﾠvictory,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvalues	 ﾠare	 ﾠinterpreted	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Months	 ﾠBefore:	 ﾠA	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠdata	 ﾠset	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠindicates	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠmonths	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠa	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠis	 ﾠpublished.	 ﾠ
Results	 ﾠ
Politifact’s	 ﾠCoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠElection:	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠvast	 ﾠmajority	 ﾠof	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠwere	 ﾠseeking	 ﾠa	 ﾠseat	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
Representatives.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠis	 ﾠunsurprising,	 ﾠespecially	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠconsidering	 ﾠthat	 ﾠall	 ﾠ435	 ﾠseats	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ
up	 ﾠfor	 ﾠelection	 ﾠ(and	 ﾠare	 ﾠevery	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠyears)	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ35	 ﾠseats	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSenate	 ﾠ(7).	 ﾠWomen,	 ﾠwho	 ﾠ
make	 ﾠup	 ﾠslightly	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠpopulation,	 ﾠcomprised	 ﾠjust	 ﾠover	 ﾠ16	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpopulation	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2010.	 ﾠDemocratic	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠoutnumbered	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠRepublican	 ﾠ
counterparts	 ﾠalmost	 ﾠ2:1-ﾭ‐	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠaccounted	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ21.9	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠwho	 ﾠran	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
2010,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ11.2	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠRepublicans.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠpool	 ﾠwas	 ﾠsplit	 ﾠroughly	 ﾠevenly	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠonly	 ﾠa	 ﾠhandful	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
independents,	 ﾠ9,	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress.	 ﾠPrior	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection,	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠhad	 ﾠmajorities	 ﾠin	 ﾠboth	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
House	 ﾠand	 ﾠSenate.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠis	 ﾠreflected	 ﾠthe	 ﾠelection	 ﾠdata-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ59	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠincumbents	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ
Democrats,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠcomprised	 ﾠ59	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠchallenging	 ﾠincumbents.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Republicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠwin	 ﾠa	 ﾠmajority	 ﾠof	 ﾠseats	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection,	 ﾠwinning	 ﾠ56.7	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
races	 ﾠthey	 ﾠcontested,	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠDemocrats,	 ﾠwho	 ﾠonly	 ﾠwon	 ﾠ46.8	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠraces	 ﾠthey	 ﾠcontested.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
As	 ﾠexpected,	 ﾠincumbent	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠwere	 ﾠfar	 ﾠmore	 ﾠsuccessful	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelections,	 ﾠdespite	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgains	 ﾠ
made	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublican	 ﾠchallengers	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse.	 ﾠIncumbents	 ﾠwon	 ﾠ87.5	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠraces	 ﾠthey	 ﾠ
contested,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠchallengers	 ﾠonly	 ﾠsuccessfully	 ﾠdefeated	 ﾠincumbents	 ﾠin	 ﾠ16.4	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠcontested	 ﾠ
elections.	 ﾠ
During	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle,	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠ179	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ80	 ﾠcandidates,	 ﾠor	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ8	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
major	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthat	 ﾠtime.	 ﾠOf	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠcovered,	 ﾠ70	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠ
House	 ﾠand	 ﾠ10	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠSenate.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠcomprised	 ﾠjust	 ﾠover	 ﾠ16	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
candidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2010,	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠmade	 ﾠup	 ﾠ22.5	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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during	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle.	 ﾠ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ18	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠhad	 ﾠan	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠ1.5	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠeach,	 ﾠ
compared	 ﾠwith	 ﾠan	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠ2.45	 ﾠfor	 ﾠmen.	 ﾠ	 ﾠWhen	 ﾠlooking	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
each	 ﾠindividual,	 ﾠ72.2	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠhad	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ1	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠcovered;	 ﾠby	 ﾠcomparison,	 ﾠ56.5	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
men	 ﾠhad	 ﾠonly	 ﾠone	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Republicans	 ﾠreceived	 ﾠslightly	 ﾠmore	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠthan	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠ
cycle,	 ﾠboth	 ﾠin	 ﾠterms	 ﾠof	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠ(44	 ﾠto	 ﾠ36)	 ﾠand	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠ(99	 ﾠto	 ﾠ80).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠeach	 ﾠparty	 ﾠwho	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠsingle	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠwas	 ﾠmore	 ﾠevenly	 ﾠ
distributed,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ27	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠ(61.3	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠall	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠcovered)	 ﾠand	 ﾠ21	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠ(58.3	 ﾠ
percent)	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠevaluated	 ﾠonly	 ﾠonce.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
At	 ﾠthis	 ﾠpoint,	 ﾠit	 ﾠmakes	 ﾠsense	 ﾠto	 ﾠemploy	 ﾠthe	 ﾠregression	 ﾠtechniques	 ﾠ(Poisson,	 ﾠlogit,	 ﾠand	 ﾠordinal	 ﾠlogit)	 ﾠ
described	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmethods	 ﾠsection	 ﾠto	 ﾠexplore	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrelationship	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdemographic	 ﾠvariables	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
coverage	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠlogistical	 ﾠregression	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠ(Logit)	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠemployed	 ﾠnow	 ﾠto	 ﾠgive	 ﾠmore	 ﾠinsight	 ﾠinto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠquestion:	 ﾠWho	 ﾠ
is	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checked	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact?	 ﾠThe	 ﾠLogit	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠis	 ﾠappropriate	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠcan	 ﾠ(and	 ﾠis)	 ﾠ
modeled	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠbinary	 ﾠvariable-ﾭ‐	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcongress	 ﾠwere	 ﾠeither	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠ(y=1)	 ﾠor	 ﾠnot	 ﾠ(y=0).	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠresults	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlogit	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠare	 ﾠdisplayed	 ﾠbelow	 ﾠin	 ﾠTable	 ﾠ1.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Table	 ﾠ1.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Logistical	 ﾠRegression	 ﾠModel	 ﾠof	 ﾠCoverage	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ B	 ﾠ S.E.	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ Exp(B)	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ Women	 ﾠ .717	 ﾠ .324	 ﾠ .027	 ﾠ 2.048	 ﾠ
Republican	 ﾠ .506	 ﾠ .284	 ﾠ .075	 ﾠ 1.659	 ﾠ
Incumbent	 ﾠ 1.473	 ﾠ .312	 ﾠ .000	 ﾠ 4.364	 ﾠ
Leadership	 ﾠ 1.049	 ﾠ .480	 ﾠ .029	 ﾠ 2.854	 ﾠ
Senate	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐.993	 ﾠ .755	 ﾠ .188	 ﾠ .370	 ﾠ
Margin0-ﾭ‐10	 ﾠ .599	 ﾠ .351	 ﾠ .088	 ﾠ 1.821	 ﾠ
Margin10-ﾭ‐19	 ﾠ .042	 ﾠ .362	 ﾠ .909	 ﾠ 1.042	 ﾠ
Margin20-ﾭ‐29	 ﾠ .014	 ﾠ .393	 ﾠ .971	 ﾠ 1.014	 ﾠ
State	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ 1.069	 ﾠ .262	 ﾠ .000	 ﾠ 2.913	 ﾠ
Constant	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐4.337	 ﾠ .435	 ﾠ .000	 ﾠ .013	 ﾠ
Variable(s)	 ﾠentered	 ﾠon	 ﾠstep	 ﾠ1:	 ﾠWomen,	 ﾠRepublican,	 ﾠIncumbent,	 ﾠLeadership,	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Senate,	 ﾠMargin0-ﾭ‐10,	 ﾠMargin10-ﾭ‐19,	 ﾠMargin20-ﾭ‐29,	 ﾠand	 ﾠState	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠthe	 ﾠLogit	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcoverage,	 ﾠincumbency	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlargest	 ﾠmagnitude	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ
Since	 ﾠthe	 ﾠB	 ﾠcoefficients	 ﾠare	 ﾠlog-ﾭ‐transformed,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdifficult	 ﾠto	 ﾠinterpret.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠodds	 ﾠratio	 ﾠ(listed	 ﾠ
under	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcolumn	 ﾠExp(B)	 ﾠ)	 ﾠwill	 ﾠinstead	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠsince	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠeasier	 ﾠto	 ﾠunderstand.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlogit	 ﾠmodel,	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠodds	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠincumbent	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠare	 ﾠ4.364	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠlarger	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠodds	 ﾠfor	 ﾠa	 ﾠchallenger	 ﾠor	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
person	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠan	 ﾠopen	 ﾠseat.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Being	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠposition	 ﾠwas	 ﾠagain	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠfactor	 ﾠin	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠIndividuals	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
leadership	 ﾠpositions	 ﾠin	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ2.854	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠthan	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠrank-ﾭ‐and-ﾭ‐file	 ﾠ
counterparts.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠpresence	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠalso	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠcoverage.	 ﾠCandidates	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠ
for	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ2.913	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠwho	 ﾠran	 ﾠin	 ﾠstates	 ﾠwithout	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Gender	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlogit	 ﾠmodel.	 ﾠWomen	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ2.048	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠ
more	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠthan	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠmale	 ﾠcounterparts.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Leadership,	 ﾠgender	 ﾠ(being	 ﾠfemale),	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpresence	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠwere	 ﾠall	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠ
predictors	 ﾠof	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ.05	 ﾠlevel.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Party	 ﾠidentification	 ﾠwas	 ﾠalso	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠfactor	 ﾠin	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ1.66	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠ
more	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠthan	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠor	 ﾠIndependents.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthis	 ﾠmodel,	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification	 ﾠ(being	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
Republican)	 ﾠwas	 ﾠonly	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ.10	 ﾠlevel.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
There	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠrelationship	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠand	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠvictory	 ﾠ(which	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠproxy	 ﾠfor	 ﾠclose	 ﾠ
races).	 ﾠ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠresults	 ﾠfor	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠvictory	 ﾠare	 ﾠrelative	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠomitted	 ﾠcategory,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠinstance	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ
races	 ﾠwith	 ﾠan	 ﾠabsolute	 ﾠelection	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠ.30	 ﾠor	 ﾠgreater.	 ﾠIndividuals	 ﾠwho	 ﾠwere	 ﾠin	 ﾠvery	 ﾠclose	 ﾠraces-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ
defined	 ﾠhere	 ﾠas	 ﾠan	 ﾠabsolute	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ10	 ﾠpercent-ﾭ‐	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ1.821	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠ
by	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthose	 ﾠin	 ﾠraces	 ﾠwith	 ﾠan	 ﾠabsolute	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ30	 ﾠpercent.	 ﾠMargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠvictory	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ
significant	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ.10	 ﾠlevel	 ﾠfor	 ﾠraces	 ﾠin	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠwas	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ10	 ﾠpercent.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠwas	 ﾠno	 ﾠ
significant	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠraces	 ﾠwith	 ﾠabsolute	 ﾠmargins	 ﾠof	 ﾠ.10	 ﾠto	 ﾠ.19	 ﾠand	 ﾠ.20	 ﾠto	 ﾠ.29	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
races	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠ.30	 ﾠor	 ﾠmore.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
While	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠidentified	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠvariables	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠinfluence	 ﾠcoverage,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠitself	 ﾠhad	 ﾠ
little	 ﾠpredictive	 ﾠcapacity.	 ﾠCompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnull	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠ(that	 ﾠis,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠdependent	 ﾠwith	 ﾠno	 ﾠindependent	 ﾠ
variables	 ﾠyet	 ﾠfactored	 ﾠin)	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfull	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠwas	 ﾠonly	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ0.1	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠmore	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠin	 ﾠpredicting	 ﾠ
coverage	 ﾠ(the	 ﾠnull	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠwas	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠpredict	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ92.2	 ﾠof	 ﾠcases	 ﾠcorrectly,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfull	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠwas	 ﾠable	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠpredict	 ﾠ92.3	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠcases	 ﾠcorrectly).	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠaffecting	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠ
identified,	 ﾠthose	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠonly	 ﾠexplain	 ﾠa	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠamount	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvariation	 ﾠin	 ﾠcoverage.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Logit	 ﾠwas	 ﾠused	 ﾠto	 ﾠconstruct	 ﾠa	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠthat	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠcoverage,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠit	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠallow	 ﾠfor	 ﾠus	 ﾠto	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠ
number	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠway.	 ﾠA	 ﾠPoisson	 ﾠregression	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠused	 ﾠto	 ﾠconstruct	 ﾠanother	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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where	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠis	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠand	 ﾠselected	 ﾠoutput	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
Poisson	 ﾠregression	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠis	 ﾠincluded	 ﾠbelow	 ﾠas	 ﾠTable	 ﾠ2.	 ﾠ
Table	 ﾠ2	 ﾠ
Poisson	 ﾠRegression	 ﾠModel	 ﾠfor	 ﾠNumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠStatements	 ﾠJudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
Parameter	 ﾠ B	 ﾠ
Std.	 ﾠ
Error	 ﾠ
95%	 ﾠWald	 ﾠ
Confidence	 ﾠInterval	 ﾠ
Hypothesis	 ﾠTest	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ Lower	 ﾠ Upper	 ﾠ
Wald	 ﾠChi-ﾭ‐
Square	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ
(Intercept)	 ﾠ 1.588	 ﾠ 0.6341	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ0.345	 ﾠ 2.831	 ﾠ 6.271	 ﾠ 0.012	 ﾠ
[Women=.00]	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.471	 ﾠ 0.2109	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.884	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.058	 ﾠ 4.988	 ﾠ 0.026	 ﾠ
[Republican=.00]	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.05	 ﾠ 0.1814	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.405	 ﾠ 0.306	 ﾠ 0.075	 ﾠ 0.784	 ﾠ
[Incumbent=.00]	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.648	 ﾠ 0.1884	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.018	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.279	 ﾠ 11.844	 ﾠ 0.001	 ﾠ
[Leadership=0]	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.265	 ﾠ 0.28	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.814	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.716	 ﾠ 20.422	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ
[Senate=.00]	 ﾠ 0.105	 ﾠ 0.3569	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.595	 ﾠ 0.804	 ﾠ 0.086	 ﾠ 0.77	 ﾠ
[Margin0-ﾭ‐10=.00]	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.679	 ﾠ 0.2221	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.114	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.243	 ﾠ 9.339	 ﾠ 0.002	 ﾠ
[Margin10-ﾭ‐19=.00]	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.174	 ﾠ 0.2359	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.636	 ﾠ 0.288	 ﾠ 0.544	 ﾠ 0.461	 ﾠ
[Margin20-ﾭ‐29=.00]	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.35	 ﾠ 0.2426	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.825	 ﾠ 0.126	 ﾠ 2.078	 ﾠ 0.149	 ﾠ
[State	 ﾠPolitifact=0]	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.236	 ﾠ 0.1719	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.573	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.899	 ﾠ 51.715	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ
(Scale)	 ﾠ 1b	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Dependent	 ﾠVariable:	 ﾠ
Statements	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Model:	 ﾠ(Intercept),	 ﾠWomen,	 ﾠRepublican,	 ﾠIncumbent,	 ﾠLeadership,	 ﾠSenate,	 ﾠMargin0_10,	 ﾠMargin10_19,	 ﾠ
Margin20_29,	 ﾠState	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
It	 ﾠis	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠto	 ﾠremember	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠlooking	 ﾠat	 ﾠa	 ﾠPoisson	 ﾠregression	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠthat	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠlog-ﾭ‐transformed.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
econometric	 ﾠequation	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠwritten	 ﾠas:	 ﾠ
Log	 ﾠ(E(Y))	 ﾠ=	 ﾠB0	 ﾠ+B1X1	 ﾠ+	 ﾠB2X2	 ﾠ+B3X3	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠthis	 ﾠmodel,	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmost	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠin	 ﾠterms	 ﾠof	 ﾠmagnitude.	 ﾠA	 ﾠone	 ﾠunit	 ﾠchange	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
leadership	 ﾠ(from	 ﾠ0	 ﾠto	 ﾠ1)	 ﾠresults	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠchange	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlog-ﾭ‐odds	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ1.265.	 ﾠInterpreting	 ﾠchanges	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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in	 ﾠlog-ﾭ‐odds	 ﾠis	 ﾠdifficult,	 ﾠso	 ﾠit	 ﾠmakes	 ﾠsense	 ﾠto	 ﾠtransform	 ﾠthem	 ﾠinto	 ﾠodds	 ﾠratios	 ﾠfor	 ﾠeach	 ﾠpredictor	 ﾠvariable.	 ﾠ
Assuming	 ﾠall	 ﾠother	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠequal,	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠin	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠposition	 ﾠin	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠis	 ﾠ3.54	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠwho	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠoccupy	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠpositions	 ﾠin	 ﾠCongress.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Having	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠalso	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠlarge	 ﾠmagnitude	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
individual	 ﾠhad	 ﾠjudged.	 ﾠCandidates	 ﾠwho	 ﾠran	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠin	 ﾠstates	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠ
had	 ﾠ3.44	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠthan	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠstates	 ﾠwithout	 ﾠa	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠpresence,	 ﾠassuming	 ﾠ
all	 ﾠother	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠare	 ﾠequal.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Incumbency	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠinfluence	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠhad	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
Politifact.	 ﾠ	 ﾠIf	 ﾠwe	 ﾠagain	 ﾠassume	 ﾠthat	 ﾠall	 ﾠother	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠare	 ﾠequal,	 ﾠan	 ﾠincumbent	 ﾠwould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ1.91	 ﾠmore	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠthan	 ﾠa	 ﾠchallenger	 ﾠor	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠin	 ﾠan	 ﾠopen	 ﾠrace.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Here	 ﾠwe	 ﾠsee	 ﾠsome	 ﾠmore	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠvictory	 ﾠ(our	 ﾠproxy	 ﾠfor	 ﾠclose	 ﾠraces)	 ﾠplays	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠ
role	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠa	 ﾠCandidate	 ﾠhas	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠCompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
elections	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠgreater	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ.30,	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠin	 ﾠclose	 ﾠelections	 ﾠ(those	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠless	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠ10	 ﾠpercent)	 ﾠhad	 ﾠ1.91	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠgender	 ﾠidentification	 ﾠof	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠalso	 ﾠplayed	 ﾠa	 ﾠrole	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
individual	 ﾠhad	 ﾠjudged.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠthere	 ﾠare	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠcandidates,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠonly	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠis	 ﾠgender,	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfemale	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠwould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ1.60	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠthan	 ﾠhere	 ﾠmale	 ﾠcounterpart.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Leadership,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpresence	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation,	 ﾠincumbency,	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠvictory	 ﾠand	 ﾠgender	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ
all	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ.05	 ﾠlevel	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPoisson	 ﾠregression	 ﾠmodel.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
For	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠtime,	 ﾠoffice	 ﾠsought	 ﾠwas	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠpredictor	 ﾠof	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
expectation	 ﾠwas	 ﾠthat	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠSenate	 ﾠwould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ
individuals	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠhere	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠthat	 ﾠall	 ﾠother	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠequal,	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
candidate	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠwould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ0.90	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠthan	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
Senate.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠare	 ﾠsome	 ﾠcaveats	 ﾠto	 ﾠthis	 ﾠfinding	 ﾠhowever.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠresult	 ﾠwas	 ﾠonly	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ.10	 ﾠlevel,	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ95	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠconfidence	 ﾠinterval	 ﾠranges	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ-ﾭ‐0.595	 ﾠto	 ﾠ0.804.	 ﾠSince	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinterval	 ﾠranges	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ
positive	 ﾠto	 ﾠnegative	 ﾠ(and	 ﾠincludes	 ﾠ0)	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠof	 ﾠrace	 ﾠstatus	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠproperly	 ﾠdetermined	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
amount	 ﾠof	 ﾠdata	 ﾠavailable.	 ﾠ
Party	 ﾠidentification	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠhad	 ﾠ
judged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPoisson	 ﾠmodel,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ95	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠconfidence	 ﾠinterval	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠof	 ﾠparty	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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identification	 ﾠranges	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ-ﾭ‐0.405	 ﾠto	 ﾠ0.306,	 ﾠindicating	 ﾠthat	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠa	 ﾠRepublican	 ﾠcould	 ﾠ
lead	 ﾠto	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠjudged,	 ﾠor	 ﾠless.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
STATEMENT	 ﾠACCURACY	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Having	 ﾠexamined	 ﾠwho	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle,	 ﾠit	 ﾠnow	 ﾠmakes	 ﾠsense	 ﾠto	 ﾠexamine	 ﾠ
Politifact’s	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠby	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2010.	 ﾠFigure	 ﾠ1	 ﾠbelow	 ﾠ
illustrates	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdistribution	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Figure	 ﾠ1	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠwere	 ﾠroughly	 ﾠevenly	 ﾠdistributed	 ﾠacross	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠcategories,	 ﾠexcept	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
fire	 ﾠcategory.	 ﾠOf	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ179	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged,	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ16	 ﾠ(about	 ﾠ9	 ﾠpercent)	 ﾠreceived	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpants-ﾭ‐on	 ﾠfire	 ﾠrating.	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠother	 ﾠfive	 ﾠcategories	 ﾠall	 ﾠhad	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠ31	 ﾠand	 ﾠ34	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠFigure	 ﾠ2	 ﾠbelow	 ﾠillustrates	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
distribution	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Figure	 ﾠ2	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Separating	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠby	 ﾠparty	 ﾠaffiliation	 ﾠreveals	 ﾠan	 ﾠinteresting	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠin	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠOf	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
99	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠjudged,	 ﾠ58	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠwere	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠhalf-ﾭ‐true	 ﾠ(that	 ﾠis,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwere	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
mostly	 ﾠfalse,	 ﾠfalse,	 ﾠor	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire).	 ﾠFor	 ﾠDemocrats,	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ26	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠwere	 ﾠless	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠhalf-ﾭ‐true.	 ﾠSlightly	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠ(46	 ﾠpercent)	 ﾠof	 ﾠall	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrate	 ﾠrated	 ﾠhalf-ﾭ‐
true	 ﾠof	 ﾠtrue,	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ30	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠrated	 ﾠhalf-ﾭ‐true	 ﾠor	 ﾠtrue.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
As	 ﾠpreviously	 ﾠdiscussed,	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠuses	 ﾠa	 ﾠcategorical	 ﾠranking	 ﾠsystem	 ﾠto	 ﾠjudge	 ﾠclaims,	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠPants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠTrue.	 ﾠBecause	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠway	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠare	 ﾠorganized,	 ﾠit	 ﾠmakes	 ﾠsense	 ﾠto	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠ
accuracy	 ﾠusing	 ﾠordinal	 ﾠlogistic	 ﾠregression	 ﾠ(ordinal	 ﾠlogit).	 ﾠ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠuse	 ﾠof	 ﾠordinal	 ﾠlogit	 ﾠpresented	 ﾠsome	 ﾠissues-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ
not	 ﾠall	 ﾠvariables	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠretain	 ﾠin	 ﾠall	 ﾠbinary	 ﾠlogits,	 ﾠand	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwere	 ﾠunable	 ﾠto	 ﾠcarry	 ﾠout	 ﾠa	 ﾠbrant	 ﾠtest	 ﾠso	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
data	 ﾠmight	 ﾠviolate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠparallel	 ﾠregression	 ﾠassumption.	 ﾠThese	 ﾠissues	 ﾠwere	 ﾠnot	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠenough	 ﾠto	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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invalidate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠuse	 ﾠof	 ﾠordinal	 ﾠlogit,	 ﾠhowever.	 ﾠOutput	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠordinal	 ﾠlogit	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠis	 ﾠdisplayed	 ﾠbelow	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
table	 ﾠ3.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Table	 ﾠ3	 ﾠ
Ordered	 ﾠlogistic	 ﾠregression	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ
Log	 ﾠLikelihood	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐125.319	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ Pseudo	 ﾠR2	 ﾠ 0.066	 ﾠ
Judgments	 ﾠ	 ﾠ Coef.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ Standard	 ﾠError	 ﾠ z	 ﾠ P>z	 ﾠ
[95%	 ﾠConf.	 ﾠ
Interval]	 ﾠ
Women	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 0.681	 ﾠ 0.768	 ﾠ 0.890	 ﾠ 0.375	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.824	 ﾠ 2.187	 ﾠ
Republican	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.297	 ﾠ 0.575	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐2.260	 ﾠ 0.024	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐2.422	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.171	 ﾠ
Incumbent	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.495	 ﾠ 0.634	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.780	 ﾠ 0.436	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.738	 ﾠ 0.749	 ﾠ
Leadership	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.126	 ﾠ 0.762	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.480	 ﾠ 0.140	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐2.619	 ﾠ 0.368	 ﾠ
Senate	 ﾠ 0.000	 ﾠ (omitted)	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Margin	 ﾠ<.10	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.695	 ﾠ 0.619	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.120	 ﾠ 0.261	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.908	 ﾠ 0.518	 ﾠ
Margin	 ﾠ.10-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ.19	 ﾠ 0.202	 ﾠ 0.682	 ﾠ 0.300	 ﾠ 0.767	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.135	 ﾠ 1.539	 ﾠ
Margin	 ﾠ.20-ﾭ‐.29	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.648	 ﾠ 0.828	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.780	 ﾠ 0.434	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐2.272	 ﾠ 0.975	 ﾠ
State	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ 0.391	 ﾠ 0.485	 ﾠ 0.810	 ﾠ 0.420	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.559	 ﾠ 1.292	 ﾠ
Months	 ﾠBefore	 ﾠ 0.067	 ﾠ 0.045	 ﾠ 1.400	 ﾠ 0.161	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.027	 ﾠ 0.161	 ﾠ
Age	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.033	 ﾠ 0.027	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.230	 ﾠ 0.220	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.086	 ﾠ 0.020	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠthe	 ﾠordinal	 ﾠlogit	 ﾠmodel,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠonly	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠwas	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification.	 ﾠFrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlog-ﾭ‐odds	 ﾠwe	 ﾠ
can	 ﾠsee	 ﾠthat	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠare	 ﾠless	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠcoded	 ﾠcategories.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠ
other	 ﾠwords,	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠless	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠrated	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Ordinal	 ﾠlogit	 ﾠalso	 ﾠallows	 ﾠus	 ﾠto	 ﾠtabulate	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats,	 ﾠ
which	 ﾠare	 ﾠdisplayed	 ﾠbelow	 ﾠas	 ﾠtable	 ﾠ4	 ﾠ
Table	 ﾠ4	 ﾠ
Judgment	 ﾠ Democrats	 ﾠ Republicans	 ﾠ Difference	 ﾠ 95%	 ﾠCI	 ﾠfor	 ﾠChange	 ﾠ
Pants	 ﾠon	 ﾠFire	 ﾠ 0.044	 ﾠ 0.144	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.100	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.204	 ﾠ 0.005	 ﾠ
False	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 0.096	 ﾠ 0.229	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.133	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.255	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.001	 ﾠ
Mostly-ﾭ‐False	 ﾠ 0.120	 ﾠ 0.189	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.069	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.141	 ﾠ 0.003	 ﾠ
Half-ﾭ‐True	 ﾠ 0.266	 ﾠ 0.240	 ﾠ 0.026	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.044	 ﾠ 0.095	 ﾠ
Mostly-ﾭ‐True	 ﾠ 0.235	 ﾠ 0.119	 ﾠ 0.116	 ﾠ 0.007	 ﾠ 0.225	 ﾠ
True	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 0.240	 ﾠ 0.080	 ﾠ 0.161	 ﾠ 0.011	 ﾠ 0.310	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠrespective	 ﾠcolumns	 ﾠfor	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠand	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠcontain	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprobability	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
member	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠparty	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠrated	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠcategory.	 ﾠ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠcolumn	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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represents	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠprobabilities	 ﾠfor	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠand	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠfor	 ﾠeach	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠ
category.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠlast	 ﾠcolumn	 ﾠprovides	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ95	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠconfidence	 ﾠinterval	 ﾠfor	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠ
Democrats	 ﾠand	 ﾠRepublicans.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠconfidence	 ﾠintervals	 ﾠindicate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠin	 ﾠprobability	 ﾠare	 ﾠ
significant	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthree	 ﾠcategories:	 ﾠfalse,	 ﾠmostly-ﾭ‐true,	 ﾠand	 ﾠtrue.	 ﾠ	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠmake	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠrated	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠand	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠless	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠrated	 ﾠmostly-ﾭ‐true	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
true.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
A	 ﾠlogistical	 ﾠregression	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠcan	 ﾠalso	 ﾠbe	 ﾠused	 ﾠhere	 ﾠto	 ﾠinvestigate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠaffect	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠ
accuracy.	 ﾠLogit	 ﾠrequires	 ﾠa	 ﾠbinary	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠvariable,	 ﾠso	 ﾠa	 ﾠdummy	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠwas	 ﾠdeveloped	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
mostly	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ1	 ﾠand	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠtrue,	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠfalse,	 ﾠfalse,	 ﾠand	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ0.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
output	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthis	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠis	 ﾠdisplayed	 ﾠbelow	 ﾠas	 ﾠtable	 ﾠ5.	 ﾠ
Table	 ﾠ5	 ﾠ
Logit:	 ﾠOutcome	 ﾠVariable	 ﾠ=	 ﾠTrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠMostly	 ﾠTrue	 ﾠ=1,	 ﾠelse	 ﾠ0	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ B	 ﾠ S.E.	 ﾠ Wald	 ﾠ df	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ Exp(B)	 ﾠ
Step	 ﾠ1
a	 ﾠ Women	 ﾠ .437	 ﾠ .606	 ﾠ .520	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .471	 ﾠ 1.548	 ﾠ
Republican	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐.893	 ﾠ .477	 ﾠ 3.504	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .061	 ﾠ .409	 ﾠ
Incumbent	 ﾠ .086	 ﾠ .611	 ﾠ .020	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .889	 ﾠ 1.089	 ﾠ
Leadership	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.096	 ﾠ .809	 ﾠ 1.837	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .175	 ﾠ .334	 ﾠ
House	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.253	 ﾠ 1.138	 ﾠ 1.214	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .271	 ﾠ .286	 ﾠ
Margin0_10	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.449	 ﾠ .616	 ﾠ 5.541	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .019	 ﾠ .235	 ﾠ
Margin10_19	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐.146	 ﾠ .611	 ﾠ .057	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .811	 ﾠ .864	 ﾠ
Margin20_29	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.396	 ﾠ .784	 ﾠ 3.172	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .075	 ﾠ .248	 ﾠ
State	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ .708	 ﾠ .512	 ﾠ 1.914	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .166	 ﾠ 2.031	 ﾠ
Constant	 ﾠ 1.093	 ﾠ 1.100	 ﾠ .987	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .320	 ﾠ 2.983	 ﾠ
a.	 ﾠVariable(s)	 ﾠentered	 ﾠon	 ﾠstep	 ﾠ1:	 ﾠWomen,	 ﾠRepublican,	 ﾠIncumbent,	 ﾠLeadership,	 ﾠHouse,	 ﾠ
Margin0_10,	 ﾠMargin10_19,	 ﾠMargin20_29,	 ﾠState	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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The	 ﾠmost	 ﾠstriking	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlogit	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠwas	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification.	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠ
were	 ﾠ2.44	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠrated	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠthan	 ﾠRepublicans,	 ﾠassuming	 ﾠ
all	 ﾠother	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠare	 ﾠequal.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠof	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification	 ﾠon	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠwas	 ﾠonly	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠ
at	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ.10	 ﾠlevel.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Election	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠalso	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠon	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠCandidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠraces	 ﾠdecided	 ﾠby	 ﾠ10	 ﾠ
points	 ﾠof	 ﾠfewer	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ4.2	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠas	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠstatements,	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠpersons	 ﾠin	 ﾠraces	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ30	 ﾠpoints	 ﾠor	 ﾠmore.	 ﾠA	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠresult	 ﾠwas	 ﾠobserved	 ﾠin	 ﾠelections	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠ20	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠ29.9	 ﾠpoints,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresult	 ﾠwas	 ﾠonly	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ.10	 ﾠlevel.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠfull	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠwas	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠcorrectly	 ﾠpredict	 ﾠweather	 ﾠa	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠin	 ﾠ69.8	 ﾠ
percent	 ﾠof	 ﾠcases.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠrepresented	 ﾠa	 ﾠ5.5	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠincrease	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpredictive	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfull	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠ
compared	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnull	 ﾠmodel.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Finally,	 ﾠa	 ﾠseries	 ﾠof	 ﾠPoisson	 ﾠregression	 ﾠmodels	 ﾠwere	 ﾠconstructed	 ﾠin	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠvariables	 ﾠwere	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
number	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠcategory,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠ“false”,	 ﾠor	 ﾠ“mostly	 ﾠtrue”.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠresults	 ﾠare	 ﾠ
shown	 ﾠbelow	 ﾠin	 ﾠtable	 ﾠ6.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Table	 ﾠ6	 ﾠ
Poisson	 ﾠRegression	 ﾠCoefficients	 ﾠfor	 ﾠJudgment	 ﾠCategories	 ﾠ
Variables:	 ﾠ
Pants	 ﾠon	 ﾠFire!	 ﾠ FALSE	 ﾠ Mostly	 ﾠFalse	 ﾠ Half	 ﾠTrue	 ﾠ Mostly	 ﾠTrue	 ﾠ TRUE	 ﾠ
B	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ B	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ B	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ B	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ B	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ B	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ
Women	 ﾠ 1.26	 ﾠ 0.042	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 1.02	 ﾠ 0.025	 ﾠ
Republican	 ﾠ 1.27	 ﾠ 0.055	 ﾠ 1.53	 ﾠ 0.005	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.23	 ﾠ 0.015	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.87	 ﾠ 0.056	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Incumbent	 ﾠ 1.39	 ﾠ 0.042	 ﾠ 0.996	 ﾠ 0.052	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 0.73	 ﾠ 0.097	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Leadership	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 1.24	 ﾠ 0.041	 ﾠ 1.397	 ﾠ 0.02	 ﾠ 1.75	 ﾠ 0.018	 ﾠ 1.48	 ﾠ 0.034	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Senate	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Margin	 ﾠ0-ﾭ‐.10	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 1.812	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Margin	 ﾠ.10-ﾭ‐.19	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Margin	 ﾠ.20-ﾭ‐29	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 0.955	 ﾠ 0.061	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
State	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ 1.429	 ﾠ 0.012	 ﾠ 1.271	 ﾠ 0.002	 ﾠ 1.55	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 0.757	 ﾠ 0.051	 ﾠ 1.89	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Gender	 ﾠwas	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrespective	 ﾠends	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠscale-ﾭ‐	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠa	 ﾠwoman	 ﾠwas	 ﾠpositively	 ﾠ
associated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠrated	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠand	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠrated	 ﾠtrue.	 ﾠA	 ﾠ
one	 ﾠunit	 ﾠchange	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠ“women”	 ﾠ(that	 ﾠis,	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠa	 ﾠfemale	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠa	 ﾠmale)	 ﾠresulted	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlog	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠcount	 ﾠof	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ1.26,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlog	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
expected	 ﾠcount	 ﾠof	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ1.02	 ﾠ(assuming	 ﾠall	 ﾠother	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠare	 ﾠequal).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠresults	 ﾠfor	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification	 ﾠwere	 ﾠparticularly	 ﾠinteresting.	 ﾠBeing	 ﾠrepublicans	 ﾠwas	 ﾠpositively	 ﾠ
associated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠand	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠstatements,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠnegatively	 ﾠassociated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠhalf-ﾭ‐true	 ﾠand	 ﾠmostly-ﾭ‐
true	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠA	 ﾠone	 ﾠunit	 ﾠchange	 ﾠin	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification	 ﾠ(that	 ﾠis,	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠa	 ﾠRepublican	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠDemocrat)	 ﾠresulted	 ﾠin	 ﾠan	 ﾠincrease	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlog	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠcount	 ﾠof	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠof	 ﾠ1.27,	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠan	 ﾠincrease	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlog	 ﾠof	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠcounts	 ﾠof	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ1.53,	 ﾠassuming	 ﾠall	 ﾠother	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠare	 ﾠ
equal.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠhalf-ﾭ‐true	 ﾠand	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠstatements,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠopposite	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠwas	 ﾠobserved:	 ﾠa	 ﾠone	 ﾠunit	 ﾠchange	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
party	 ﾠidentification	 ﾠ(being	 ﾠRepublican)	 ﾠresult	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠdecrease	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlog	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠcount	 ﾠof	 ﾠhalf-ﾭ‐true	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠof	 ﾠ1.23	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠdecrease	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlog	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠcount	 ﾠof	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠof	 ﾠ0.87.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Being	 ﾠan	 ﾠincumbent	 ﾠand	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠposition	 ﾠboth	 ﾠwere	 ﾠpositively	 ﾠassociated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠ
categories	 ﾠof	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠthat	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠan	 ﾠincumbent	 ﾠor	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠposition	 ﾠresults	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
an	 ﾠincrease	 ﾠin	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠacross	 ﾠthe	 ﾠboard.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
A	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠobservation	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmade	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠon	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠ
accuracy.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠpresence	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠresults	 ﾠin	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠclassified	 ﾠin	 ﾠeach	 ﾠ
category.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Margin	 ﾠof	 ﾠvictory	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠon	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠCompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠan	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠrace	 ﾠ
decided	 ﾠby	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ30	 ﾠpercent,	 ﾠan	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠrace	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠof	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ10	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠlog	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠcount	 ﾠof	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ1.812,	 ﾠholding	 ﾠall	 ﾠother	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠequal.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
One	 ﾠfactor	 ﾠnot	 ﾠyet	 ﾠconsidered	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠso	 ﾠfar	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠof	 ﾠtiming	 ﾠon	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠ
Election	 ﾠDay	 ﾠgets	 ﾠcloser,	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠchange?	 ﾠTiming	 ﾠwas	 ﾠadded	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠOLS	 ﾠand	 ﾠLogit	 ﾠ
models	 ﾠfor	 ﾠaccuracy-ﾭ‐	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠmeasured	 ﾠby	 ﾠcomputing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠmonths	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠthe	 ﾠelection,	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
when	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠpublished	 ﾠits	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstatement.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠis	 ﾠsome	 ﾠtime	 ﾠlag	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
statement	 ﾠis	 ﾠmade	 ﾠand	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠ(if	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠwas	 ﾠjudged)	 ﾠis	 ﾠpublished,	 ﾠso	 ﾠmonths	 ﾠ
before	 ﾠwas	 ﾠused	 ﾠinstead	 ﾠof	 ﾠdays	 ﾠbefore.	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlogit	 ﾠregression	 ﾠmodel,	 ﾠhowever,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠmonths	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠan	 ﾠelection	 ﾠdid	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠ
impact	 ﾠon	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthis	 ﾠmodel,	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠand	 ﾠmostly-ﾭ‐true	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ1	 ﾠand	 ﾠall	 ﾠother	 ﾠ
judgment	 ﾠcategories	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ0.	 ﾠInterestingly,	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumbers	 ﾠof	 ﾠmonths	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠincreased,	 ﾠso	 ﾠ
did	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠeach	 ﾠadditional	 ﾠmonth	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlikelihood	 ﾠof	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
true	 ﾠor	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠincrease	 ﾠby	 ﾠ1.072,	 ﾠor	 ﾠby	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ7.2	 ﾠpercent.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠthe	 ﾠelection	 ﾠgets	 ﾠcloser,	 ﾠ
however,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlikelihood	 ﾠof	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠdecreases.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
A	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠconstructed	 ﾠwith	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire,	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠand	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ1,	 ﾠand	 ﾠall	 ﾠ
other	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠcategories	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ0.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthis	 ﾠmodel,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmonths	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠan	 ﾠelection	 ﾠhad	 ﾠno	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠlikelihood	 ﾠof	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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The	 ﾠdata	 ﾠgathered	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠallows	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexamination	 ﾠof	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠthat	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠelection	 ﾠ
outcomes.	 ﾠDoes	 ﾠhaving	 ﾠa	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠelection	 ﾠresults?	 ﾠIt	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
important	 ﾠto	 ﾠnote	 ﾠhere	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠonly	 ﾠcaptures	 ﾠa	 ﾠvery	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠall	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠactors,	 ﾠand	 ﾠso	 ﾠcare	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠtaken	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠinterpreting	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
election	 ﾠoutcomes.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
A	 ﾠLogit	 ﾠregression	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠwas	 ﾠconstructed	 ﾠwith	 ﾠelection	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠvariable.	 ﾠOutput	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠis	 ﾠlisted	 ﾠbelow	 ﾠas	 ﾠtable	 ﾠ7.	 ﾠ
Table	 ﾠ7	 ﾠ
Logit:	 ﾠElection	 ﾠOutcomes:	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ B	 ﾠ S.E.	 ﾠ Wald	 ﾠ df	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ Exp(B)	 ﾠ
Step	 ﾠ1
a	 ﾠ Women	 ﾠ .152	 ﾠ .256	 ﾠ .355	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .551	 ﾠ 1.164	 ﾠ
Republican	 ﾠ 2.385	 ﾠ .307	 ﾠ 60.299	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .000	 ﾠ 10.861	 ﾠ
Incumbent	 ﾠ 4.506	 ﾠ .317	 ﾠ 202.506	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .000	 ﾠ 90.595	 ﾠ
Leadership	 ﾠ 18.176	 ﾠ 6835.499	 ﾠ .000	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .998	 ﾠ 78259288.169	 ﾠ
Senate	 ﾠ .770	 ﾠ .373	 ﾠ 4.267	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .039	 ﾠ 2.159	 ﾠ
True	 ﾠ .261	 ﾠ .542	 ﾠ .231	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .631	 ﾠ 1.298	 ﾠ
Mostly	 ﾠTrue	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐.327	 ﾠ .608	 ﾠ .289	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .591	 ﾠ .721	 ﾠ
Half	 ﾠTrue	 ﾠ 1.764	 ﾠ .921	 ﾠ 3.670	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .055	 ﾠ 5.838	 ﾠ
Mostly	 ﾠFalse	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐.745	 ﾠ .639	 ﾠ 1.356	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .244	 ﾠ .475	 ﾠ
False	 ﾠ .603	 ﾠ .668	 ﾠ .815	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .367	 ﾠ 1.828	 ﾠ
Pants	 ﾠon	 ﾠFire	 ﾠ 1.483	 ﾠ 1.132	 ﾠ 1.718	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .190	 ﾠ 4.408	 ﾠ
Constant	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐3.233	 ﾠ .305	 ﾠ 111.978	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .000	 ﾠ .039	 ﾠ
a.	 ﾠVariable(s)	 ﾠentered	 ﾠon	 ﾠstep	 ﾠ1:	 ﾠWomen,	 ﾠRepublican,	 ﾠIncumbent,	 ﾠLeadership,	 ﾠSenate,	 ﾠTrue,	 ﾠ
Mostly-ﾭ‐True,	 ﾠHalf-ﾭ‐True,	 ﾠMostly-ﾭ‐False,	 ﾠFalse,	 ﾠPants	 ﾠon	 ﾠFire.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Incumbency	 ﾠwas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmost	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠfactor	 ﾠin	 ﾠterms	 ﾠof	 ﾠmagnitude	 ﾠaffecting	 ﾠelection	 ﾠoutcomes.	 ﾠBeing	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
incumbent	 ﾠresulted	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠchange	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlog	 ﾠodds	 ﾠof	 ﾠvictory	 ﾠby	 ﾠ4.50.	 ﾠSimilarly,	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠa	 ﾠRepublican	 ﾠresulted	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠa	 ﾠchange	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlog	 ﾠodds	 ﾠof	 ﾠvictory	 ﾠby	 ﾠ2.39.	 ﾠBoth	 ﾠresults	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ.01	 ﾠlevel.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠonly	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠcategory	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwas	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠabove	 ﾠregression	 ﾠwas	 ﾠhalf-ﾭ‐true.	 ﾠHaving	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
statement	 ﾠrated	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwas	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠassociated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠpositive	 ﾠelection	 ﾠoutcomes.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠlogit	 ﾠregression	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠwas	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠcorrectly	 ﾠpredict	 ﾠelection	 ﾠoutcomes	 ﾠ82.7	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtime.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
step	 ﾠ0	 ﾠmodel,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠno	 ﾠvariables	 ﾠentered,	 ﾠonly	 ﾠcorrectly	 ﾠpredicted	 ﾠelection	 ﾠoutcomes	 ﾠ51.7	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
time.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠvariables	 ﾠentered	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlogit	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠin	 ﾠpredicting	 ﾠelection	 ﾠoutcomes.	 ﾠEach	 ﾠ
additional	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlog	 ﾠodds	 ﾠof	 ﾠvictory	 ﾠby	 ﾠ1.764.	 ﾠ	 ﾠAgain,	 ﾠthese	 ﾠresults	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ
interpreted	 ﾠwith	 ﾠcaution,	 ﾠsince	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠcaptures	 ﾠa	 ﾠrelatively	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠamount	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
individual	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Discussion	 ﾠand	 ﾠAnalysis	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠquestion	 ﾠposed	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠpaper	 ﾠwas:	 ﾠWho	 ﾠis	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact?	 ﾠIn	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
answer	 ﾠthat	 ﾠquestion,	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠmodels	 ﾠwere	 ﾠconstructed	 ﾠusing	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠstatistical	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠtechniques.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
results	 ﾠare	 ﾠsummarized	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtable	 ﾠbelow.	 ﾠ
Table	 ﾠ8	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Variable:	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Logit	 ﾠ:	 ﾠCoverage	 ﾠ
Poisson	 ﾠ:	 ﾠ
Statements	 ﾠ
B	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ B	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ
Women	 ﾠ 0.717	 ﾠ 0.027	 ﾠ 0.471	 ﾠ 0.026	 ﾠ
Republican	 ﾠ 0.506	 ﾠ 0.075	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Incumbent	 ﾠ 1.473	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 0.648	 ﾠ 0.001	 ﾠ
Leadership	 ﾠ 1.049	 ﾠ 0.029	 ﾠ 1.265	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ
Senate	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Margin0-ﾭ‐10	 ﾠ 0.599	 ﾠ 0.088	 ﾠ 0.679	 ﾠ 0.002	 ﾠ
Margin10-ﾭ‐19	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Margin20-ﾭ‐29	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
State	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ 1.069	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 1.236	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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The	 ﾠrelationship	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠcoverage,	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠand	 ﾠgender	 ﾠwas	 ﾠsurprising,	 ﾠespecially	 ﾠsince	 ﾠit	 ﾠ
was	 ﾠnot	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠor	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠwould	 ﾠvary	 ﾠby	 ﾠgender.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠmodel,	 ﾠ
being	 ﾠa	 ﾠwoman	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlikelihood	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠwould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠat	 ﾠleast	 ﾠone	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
Politifact.	 ﾠGender	 ﾠ(being	 ﾠfemale)	 ﾠalso	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠhad	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPoisson	 ﾠregression	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠWhy	 ﾠwould	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠover-ﾭ‐cover	 ﾠwomen?	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
One	 ﾠexplanation	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠare	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠstatements,	 ﾠand	 ﾠare	 ﾠtherefore	 ﾠmore	 ﾠ
likely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠinterested	 ﾠin	 ﾠjudging	 ﾠfor	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠwe	 ﾠsaw	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
Poisson	 ﾠmodels	 ﾠfor	 ﾠaccuracy,	 ﾠgender	 ﾠ(in	 ﾠthis	 ﾠcase,	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠfemale)	 ﾠwas	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠin	 ﾠpredicting	 ﾠan	 ﾠincrease	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlog	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠcounts	 ﾠof	 ﾠboth	 ﾠPants	 ﾠon	 ﾠFire	 ﾠand	 ﾠFalse	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠother	 ﾠwords,	 ﾠWomen	 ﾠ
were	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠrated	 ﾠeither	 ﾠTrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠPants	 ﾠon	 ﾠFire	 ﾠthan	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠmale	 ﾠcounterparts.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Examining	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠcloser,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠcan	 ﾠsee	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ18.5	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠduring	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrated	 ﾠPants	 ﾠon	 ﾠFire,	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ7.3	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠfor	 ﾠmen.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
A	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠwas	 ﾠobserved	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠend	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠscale.	 ﾠOf	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠduring	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle,	 ﾠ29.6	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrated	 ﾠtrue,	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ15.2	 ﾠ
percent	 ﾠfor	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠmen.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Women	 ﾠ also	 ﾠ had	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ significantly	 ﾠ higher	 ﾠ proportion	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ candidates	 ﾠ who	 ﾠ had	 ﾠ only	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ single	 ﾠ statement	 ﾠ
covered	 ﾠthan	 ﾠmen	 ﾠdid:	 ﾠ72.2	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠhad	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ1	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
56.5	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠmen.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
According	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠextreme	 ﾠstatements-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthat	 ﾠis,	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠthat	 ﾠare	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠto	 ﾠfall	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrespective	 ﾠends	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠscale;	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwere	 ﾠalso	 ﾠmore	 ﾠ
likely	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠonly	 ﾠone	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠjudged.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
It	 ﾠappears	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠare	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠ‘catch	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeye’	 ﾠof	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
does	 ﾠhave	 ﾠsome	 ﾠsort	 ﾠof	 ﾠselection	 ﾠcriteria	 ﾠused	 ﾠto	 ﾠchoose	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠto	 ﾠevaluate,	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
women	 ﾠare	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmeet	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcriteria.	 ﾠFrom	 ﾠour	 ﾠinvestigation	 ﾠof	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠseems	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠlittle	 ﾠ
evidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠare	 ﾠselected	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠset	 ﾠcriteria-ﾭ‐	 ﾠin	 ﾠfact,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠopposite	 ﾠseems	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠtrue:	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
organization	 ﾠselects	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠfind	 ﾠinteresting.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠeditor	 ﾠBill	 ﾠAdair	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
much	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠ2009	 ﾠinterview	 ﾠwith	 ﾠThe	 ﾠWashington	 ﾠJournal:	 ﾠ“We	 ﾠchoose	 ﾠto	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠthings	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwe’re	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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curious	 ﾠabout.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠwe	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠsomething	 ﾠand	 ﾠwe	 ﾠthink	 ﾠan	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficial	 ﾠor	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠshow	 ﾠhost	 ﾠis	 ﾠwrong,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠ
will	 ﾠfact	 ﾠcheck	 ﾠit”	 ﾠ(C-ﾭ‐Span,	 ﾠ2009).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
While	 ﾠwe	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠascertain	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠmotives,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠwhatever	 ﾠreason	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠseems	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmore	 ﾠcurious	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠfemale	 ﾠcandidates.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠis	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠare	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠextreme	 ﾠ
statements,	 ﾠespecially	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdifficult	 ﾠof	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠin	 ﾠachieving	 ﾠany	 ﾠsort	 ﾠof	 ﾠparity	 ﾠin	 ﾠCongress,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠall	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠhere	 ﾠis	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcurious	 ﾠabout	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠfemale	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠmale	 ﾠcandidates.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Party	 ﾠidentification	 ﾠwas	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠin	 ﾠour	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠof	 ﾠcoverage,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠnot	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
statements.	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcovered,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠdiffer	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠcovered.	 ﾠSimilar	 ﾠto	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠwas	 ﾠfound	 ﾠin	 ﾠrespect	 ﾠto	 ﾠwomen;	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ
much	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠrated	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠand	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire.	 ﾠRoughly	 ﾠ12	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
Republicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrated	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠand	 ﾠ23	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrated	 ﾠfalse;	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ5	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
Democrats	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrated	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠand	 ﾠ10	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrated	 ﾠfalse.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Given	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠproportion	 ﾠof	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠrated	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠand	 ﾠfalse,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠagain	 ﾠnot	 ﾠsurprising	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ‘curious’	 ﾠabout	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠtherefore	 ﾠ
more	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠRepublicans.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠthis	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcase,	 ﾠthen	 ﾠwhy	 ﾠis	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification	 ﾠnot	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
number	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠcovered?	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification	 ﾠinfluences	 ﾠcoverage,	 ﾠother	 ﾠvariables	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
significant	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠcovered.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠresults	 ﾠshow	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhaving	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
operation	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠincreases	 ﾠcoverage,	 ﾠregardless	 ﾠof	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠof	 ﾠparty	 ﾠ
identification	 ﾠon	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠas	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠas	 ﾠits	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠon	 ﾠcoverage.	 ﾠWhen	 ﾠ
changing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠto	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmagnitude	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
party	 ﾠis	 ﾠlessened	 ﾠconsiderably	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmagnitudes	 ﾠof	 ﾠother	 ﾠfactors	 ﾠare	 ﾠincreased.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Incumbency	 ﾠwas	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠBeing	 ﾠ
an	 ﾠincumbent	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠboth	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlikelihood	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlikelihood	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
candidate	 ﾠ will	 ﾠ have	 ﾠ multiple	 ﾠ statements	 ﾠ judged.	 ﾠ The	 ﾠ magnitude	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ effect	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ incumbency	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ
relatively	 ﾠsmall,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠit	 ﾠwas	 ﾠenough	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠand	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Being	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠposition	 ﾠwas	 ﾠalso	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠterms	 ﾠof	 ﾠmagnitude,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠof	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠposition	 ﾠon	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
number	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠwas	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠlarger	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠon	 ﾠincumbency.	 ﾠIndividuals	 ﾠin	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
positions	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠand	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠmultiple	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ
judged	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠpersons	 ﾠnot	 ﾠin	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠpositions.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠpresence	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠalso	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠand	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠcovered.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠpresence	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠState	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlikelihood	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠand	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠhad	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
Politifact.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Margin	 ﾠof	 ﾠvictory	 ﾠwas	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠLogit	 ﾠregression	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPoisson	 ﾠregression	 ﾠ
model	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠCompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠelections	 ﾠdecide	 ﾠby	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ30	 ﾠpercent,	 ﾠ
candidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠraces	 ﾠdecided	 ﾠby	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ10	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsomewhat	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠ
covered	 ﾠand	 ﾠhad	 ﾠslightly	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
After	 ﾠreviewing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevidence,	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠconclusions	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdrawn:	 ﾠ
First,	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠdepends	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ‘national	 ﾠprofile’	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoffice	 ﾠ
they	 ﾠare	 ﾠseeking.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmodels	 ﾠpresented	 ﾠabove,	 ﾠincumbents	 ﾠand	 ﾠparty	 ﾠleaders	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ
covered	 ﾠand	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠmultiple	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged.	 ﾠClose	 ﾠelections	 ﾠwere	 ﾠalso	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠ
coverage,	 ﾠand	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠclose	 ﾠelections	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Individuals	 ﾠin	 ﾠleadership	 ﾠpositions	 ﾠreceived	 ﾠmore	 ﾠattention	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠthan	 ﾠlay	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
Congress,	 ﾠagain	 ﾠreflecting	 ﾠnational	 ﾠprofile.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠSpeaker	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠis	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠmore	 ﾠvisible	 ﾠthan	 ﾠrank-ﾭ‐
and-ﾭ‐file	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse,	 ﾠso	 ﾠtoo	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSenate	 ﾠMajority	 ﾠLeader	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠmore	 ﾠvisible	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
average	 ﾠSenator.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Unsurprisingly,	 ﾠincumbents	 ﾠalso	 ﾠreceived	 ﾠmore	 ﾠattention	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠthan	 ﾠchallengers	 ﾠand	 ﾠpersons	 ﾠ
running	 ﾠfor	 ﾠan	 ﾠopen	 ﾠseat.	 ﾠOf	 ﾠcourse	 ﾠthose	 ﾠalready	 ﾠin	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠwould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠan	 ﾠadvantage	 ﾠover	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠ
respective	 ﾠchallengers-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthey	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠcertain	 ﾠnational	 ﾠprofile	 ﾠby	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠa	 ﾠmember	 ﾠof	 ﾠCongress.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
only	 ﾠtime	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwould	 ﾠnot	 ﾠexpect	 ﾠan	 ﾠincumbent	 ﾠadvantage	 ﾠin	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠis	 ﾠif	 ﾠa	 ﾠwell-ﾭ‐known	 ﾠindividual,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠ
as	 ﾠa	 ﾠformer	 ﾠGovernor	 ﾠor	 ﾠCongressman,	 ﾠwas	 ﾠcontesting	 ﾠthe	 ﾠelection.	 ﾠ
It	 ﾠwas	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠin	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠwould	 ﾠemerge	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠSenators	 ﾠand	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠ
House.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠSenate	 ﾠis	 ﾠconsidered	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ‘upper’	 ﾠlegislative	 ﾠbody,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthere	 ﾠare	 ﾠfar	 ﾠfewer	 ﾠSenators	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ
members	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠ(100,	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠ435	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse).	 ﾠGiven	 ﾠthose	 ﾠfactors,	 ﾠit	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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assumed	 ﾠthat	 ﾠSenators	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠand	 ﾠhave	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged.	 ﾠInstead,	 ﾠ
we	 ﾠfound	 ﾠno	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠin	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠSenators	 ﾠand	 ﾠMembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHouse.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Second,	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠwas	 ﾠconstrained	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresources	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠorganization.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠpresence	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlikelihood	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠ
would	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠhaving	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠpresence	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
operation	 ﾠ also	 ﾠ increased	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ log	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ expected	 ﾠ counts	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ each	 ﾠ judgment	 ﾠ category.	 ﾠ State	 ﾠ Politifact	 ﾠ
operations	 ﾠ increase	 ﾠ Politifact’s	 ﾠ ability	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ cover	 ﾠ candidates	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ judge	 ﾠ statements	 ﾠ made	 ﾠ by	 ﾠ those	 ﾠ
candidates.	 ﾠWe	 ﾠwould	 ﾠexpect	 ﾠthat	 ﾠexpanding	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperations	 ﾠwould	 ﾠimprove	 ﾠ
coverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠthat	 ﾠstate.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Third,	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠsomewhat	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠand	 ﾠRepublicans.	 ﾠStatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
women	 ﾠwere,	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠwhole,	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmore	 ﾠextreme-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwere	 ﾠusually	 ﾠrated	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire.	 ﾠ
Statement	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠrated	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠand	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠthan	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
Democrats.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠis	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠmake	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠextreme	 ﾠend	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠ accuracy	 ﾠ scale;	 ﾠ it	 ﾠ is	 ﾠ also	 ﾠ possible	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ Republicans	 ﾠ make	 ﾠ more	 ﾠ incorrect	 ﾠ statements.	 ﾠ The	 ﾠ data	 ﾠ
presented	 ﾠhere	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠprovide	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠfor	 ﾠor	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpossibility.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠis	 ﾠalso	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠchoosing	 ﾠto	 ﾠjudge	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠthat	 ﾠseem	 ﾠprima	 ﾠfacie	 ﾠuntrue.	 ﾠ
While	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpossibility	 ﾠwas	 ﾠnot	 ﾠspecifically	 ﾠexplored	 ﾠhere,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠhave	 ﾠfound	 ﾠno	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ
chooses	 ﾠto	 ﾠrate	 ﾠuntrue	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠ	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠit	 ﾠ
could	 ﾠbe	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠhave	 ﾠreinforced	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠown	 ﾠbiases	 ﾠabout	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
Republicans-ﾭ‐	 ﾠas	 ﾠthey	 ﾠrated	 ﾠmore	 ﾠand	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠeach	 ﾠgroup,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠbegin	 ﾠto	 ﾠexpect	 ﾠthat	 ﾠfuture	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠby	 ﾠthat	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠincorrect.	 ﾠUnless	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠreveals	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexact	 ﾠmethodology	 ﾠused	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
select	 ﾠand	 ﾠjudge	 ﾠstatements,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwill	 ﾠnever	 ﾠbe	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠfully	 ﾠeliminate	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠof	 ﾠbias.	 ﾠEven	 ﾠso,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠfeel	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconclusions	 ﾠdrawn	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠsection	 ﾠare	 ﾠvalid	 ﾠassessments	 ﾠof	 ﾠwho	 ﾠis	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Now	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠthorough	 ﾠexamination	 ﾠof	 ﾠwho	 ﾠis	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠhas	 ﾠtaken	 ﾠplace,	 ﾠan	 ﾠexamination	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
factors	 ﾠthat	 ﾠaffect	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠconducted.	 ﾠ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠtable	 ﾠbelow	 ﾠsummarizes	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresults	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
various	 ﾠmodels	 ﾠconstructed	 ﾠto	 ﾠexamine	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Table	 ﾠ9A	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ Ordinal	 ﾠLogit	 ﾠ Logit:	 ﾠMostly	 ﾠTrue	 ﾠ
Variable	 ﾠName:	 ﾠ B	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ B	 ﾠ Sig.	 ﾠ
Women	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Republican	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.297	 ﾠ 0.024	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.893	 ﾠ 0.061	 ﾠ
Incumbent	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Leadership	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Senate	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Margin0-ﾭ‐10	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.449	 ﾠ 0.019	 ﾠ
Margin10-ﾭ‐19	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Margin20-ﾭ‐29	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ -ﾭ‐1.396	 ﾠ 0.075	 ﾠ
State	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Table	 ﾠ9B	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
There	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ no	 ﾠ significant	 ﾠ difference	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ accuracy	 ﾠ between	 ﾠ male	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ female	 ﾠ candidates,	 ﾠ but	 ﾠ female	 ﾠ
candidates	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠis	 ﾠcertainly	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
interesting	 ﾠ interaction:	 ﾠ on	 ﾠ average,	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ accuracy	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ male	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ female	 ﾠ candidates	 ﾠ is	 ﾠ not	 ﾠ significantly	 ﾠ
different;	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠlooked	 ﾠat	 ﾠby	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠcategory	 ﾠwe	 ﾠsee	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠare	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ
on	 ﾠthe	 ﾠends	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠscale-ﾭ‐	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠand	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire.	 ﾠPreviously,	 ﾠthis	 ﾠwas	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠfactor	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
over	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠwomen-ﾭ‐	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmore	 ﾠperceptive	 ﾠof	 ﾠ‘extreme’	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠand	 ﾠjudge	 ﾠ
them.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. B Sig.
1.26 0.042 1.02 0.025
1.27 0.055 1.53 0.005 -ﾭ‐1.23 0.015 -ﾭ‐0.87 0.056
1.39 0.042 0.996 0.052 0.73 0.097
1.24 0.041 1.397 0.02 1.75 0.018 1.48 0.034
1.812 0
0.955 0.061
1.429 0.012 1.271 0.002 1.55 0 0.757 0.051 1.89 0
Mostly	 ﾠFalse Half	 ﾠTrue Mostly	 ﾠTrue TRUE
Varibale	 ﾠName:
Women
Republican
Incumbent
Leadership
Senate
Margin0-ﾭ‐10
Margin10-ﾭ‐19
FALSE Pants	 ﾠon	 ﾠFire!
Margin20-ﾭ‐29
State	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
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As	 ﾠfor	 ﾠexplaining	 ﾠthe	 ﾠphenomena	 ﾠseen	 ﾠhere,	 ﾠconsider	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrealities	 ﾠof	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠa	 ﾠwoman	 ﾠin	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠpolitics.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠ
we	 ﾠsaw	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection,	 ﾠonly	 ﾠroughly	 ﾠ16	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠof	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠwere	 ﾠfemale.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠmight	 ﾠbe	 ﾠthat	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
female	 ﾠ politicians	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ increase	 ﾠ their	 ﾠ profile	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ media	 ﾠ coverage,	 ﾠ they	 ﾠ might	 ﾠ have	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ make	 ﾠ bolder	 ﾠ
statements-ﾭ‐	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠstand	 ﾠout	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠcrowded	 ﾠweb	 ﾠof	 ﾠmessages	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors.	 ﾠ
One	 ﾠmight	 ﾠchoose	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠunscrupulously	 ﾠhonest,	 ﾠor	 ﾠto	 ﾠmaximize	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠby	 ﾠeschewing	 ﾠ
accuracy,	 ﾠor	 ﾠa	 ﾠmix	 ﾠof	 ﾠboth	 ﾠin	 ﾠan	 ﾠattempt	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠmessage	 ﾠstand	 ﾠout.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠis	 ﾠcertainly	 ﾠspeculative,	 ﾠ
but	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgender	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠseen	 ﾠhere	 ﾠwas	 ﾠone	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwas	 ﾠnot	 ﾠexpected.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠliterature	 ﾠon	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠ psychology	 ﾠ has	 ﾠ not,	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ my	 ﾠ knowledge,	 ﾠ discussed	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ possibility	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ women	 ﾠ make	 ﾠ more	 ﾠ
extreme	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠthen	 ﾠmen.	 ﾠDespite	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠin	 ﾠ‘extreme’	 ﾠstatements,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠreiterate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠon	 ﾠaverage,	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠand	 ﾠmen	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠdiffer	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
A	 ﾠsort	 ﾠof	 ﾠinverse	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠwas	 ﾠobserved	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠparty	 ﾠleadership.	 ﾠParty	 ﾠleaders	 ﾠdid	 ﾠ
not	 ﾠdiffer	 ﾠin	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠrank-ﾭ‐and-ﾭ‐file	 ﾠparty	 ﾠmembers,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠwere	 ﾠless	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ
their	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠeither	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire.	 ﾠBased	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠliterature,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwould	 ﾠexpect	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠparty	 ﾠleader,	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠsomewhat	 ﾠmore	 ﾠvisible	 ﾠthan	 ﾠa	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐leader,	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmore	 ﾠaccurate.	 ﾠInstead	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠ
we	 ﾠsee	 ﾠis	 ﾠthat	 ﾠparty	 ﾠleaders	 ﾠtended	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠless	 ﾠabsolute	 ﾠstatements-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthat	 ﾠis,	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠrated	 ﾠ
false	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠand	 ﾠnot	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠor	 ﾠtrue.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠresults	 ﾠfor	 ﾠincumbents	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmore	 ﾠdifficult	 ﾠto	 ﾠinterpret.	 ﾠWe	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot	 ﾠsee	 ﾠa	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠ
statement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠincumbents,	 ﾠchallengers,	 ﾠand	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠopen	 ﾠraces.	 ﾠCompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠopen	 ﾠraces	 ﾠand	 ﾠchallengers,	 ﾠhowever,	 ﾠincumbents	 ﾠmade	 ﾠmore	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠrated	 ﾠfalse,	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire,	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue.	 ﾠOne	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠexplanation	 ﾠis	 ﾠthat	 ﾠincumbency	 ﾠincreases	 ﾠcoverage,	 ﾠand	 ﾠtherefore	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
expected	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠin	 ﾠeach	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠcategory-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthis	 ﾠis	 ﾠconsistent	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠincumbency	 ﾠ
effect	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠof	 ﾠcoverage.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠmay	 ﾠbe	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthere	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠenough	 ﾠdata	 ﾠto	 ﾠfully	 ﾠflesh	 ﾠout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
interaction	 ﾠof	 ﾠincumbency	 ﾠand	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠof	 ﾠgender,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠto	 ﾠnote	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwe	 ﾠ
found	 ﾠ no	 ﾠ difference	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ average	 ﾠ statement	 ﾠ accuracy	 ﾠ between	 ﾠ incumbents,	 ﾠ challengers,	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ
candidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠopen	 ﾠraces.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Close	 ﾠraces	 ﾠseemed	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠan	 ﾠinteresting	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠCompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
elections	 ﾠdecided	 ﾠby	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ30	 ﾠpercent,	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠraces	 ﾠdecided	 ﾠby	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ10	 ﾠ
percent	 ﾠwere	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠless	 ﾠaccurate.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠPoisson	 ﾠregression	 ﾠmodels	 ﾠalso	 ﾠshowed	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠlog	 ﾠof	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠcounts	 ﾠof	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠby	 ﾠ1.82	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠraces	 ﾠdecided	 ﾠby	 ﾠless	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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than	 ﾠ10	 ﾠpercent.	 ﾠCompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐competitive	 ﾠraces,	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠclose	 ﾠ
races	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠless	 ﾠaccurate.	 ﾠA	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠresult	 ﾠwas	 ﾠobserved	 ﾠin	 ﾠraces	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠ20	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠ29	 ﾠpercent-ﾭ‐	 ﾠexcept	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmagnitude	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠwas	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠseen	 ﾠin	 ﾠraces	 ﾠdecided	 ﾠby	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ10	 ﾠpercent.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠlog	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠcount	 ﾠof	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ.955	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠin	 ﾠraces	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠmargin	 ﾠon	 ﾠ20	 ﾠto	 ﾠ29	 ﾠpercent	 ﾠthan	 ﾠin	 ﾠraces	 ﾠwith	 ﾠmargins	 ﾠof	 ﾠ30	 ﾠ
percent	 ﾠof	 ﾠmore.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠhere	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠthat	 ﾠas	 ﾠraces	 ﾠget	 ﾠcloser,	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠbecome	 ﾠ
less	 ﾠaccurate.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠprobably	 ﾠwon’t	 ﾠsurprise	 ﾠanyone	 ﾠthat	 ﾠclose	 ﾠraces	 ﾠcan	 ﾠget	 ﾠnasty,	 ﾠor	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠfoster	 ﾠa	 ﾠwin-ﾭ‐
at-ﾭ‐all	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠmentality,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthis	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠresult	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwould	 ﾠlike	 ﾠto	 ﾠsee	 ﾠinvestigated	 ﾠfurther	 ﾠat	 ﾠsome	 ﾠpoint.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠ models	 ﾠ showed	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ significant	 ﾠ difference	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ statement	 ﾠ accuracy	 ﾠ based	 ﾠ on	 ﾠ party	 ﾠ identification.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Republicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠless	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠrated	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠordinal	 ﾠ
logit	 ﾠmodel.	 ﾠA	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠresult	 ﾠwas	 ﾠobtained	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlogit	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠfor	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy-ﾭ‐	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ
significantly	 ﾠless	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠrated	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠor	 ﾠmostly	 ﾠtrue.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPoisson	 ﾠmodels	 ﾠfor	 ﾠaccuracy,	 ﾠ
Republicans	 ﾠ were	 ﾠ significantly	 ﾠ more	 ﾠ likely	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ make	 ﾠ statements	 ﾠ rated	 ﾠ pants	 ﾠ on	 ﾠ fire	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ false,	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ
significantly	 ﾠ less	 ﾠ likely	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ make	 ﾠ statements	 ﾠ rated	 ﾠ half-ﾭ‐true	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ mostly	 ﾠ true.	 ﾠ This	 ﾠ analysis	 ﾠ finds	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ
significant	 ﾠgap	 ﾠin	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠparty	 ﾠidentification:	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ
rated	 ﾠas	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠless	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠthan	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Based	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠliterature	 ﾠreviewed,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠhad	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠa	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠin	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠparty	 ﾠ
identification.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠis	 ﾠsome	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠthan	 ﾠDemocrats,	 ﾠ
so	 ﾠour	 ﾠexamination	 ﾠof	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠneeds	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
account	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠover-ﾭ‐coverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠRepublicans.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ‘accuracy	 ﾠgap’	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
two	 ﾠparties,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwill	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠpsychology	 ﾠand	 ﾠJonathan	 ﾠHaidt’s	 ﾠMoral	 ﾠFoundations	 ﾠTheory.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
IS	 ﾠONE	 ﾠPARTY	 ﾠMORE	 ﾠRIGHT	 ﾠTHAN	 ﾠTHE	 ﾠOTHER?	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
It	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠdemonstrated	 ﾠthat	 ﾠaccording	 ﾠto	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠare	 ﾠless	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠthen	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠ
could	 ﾠbe	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠthat	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠare	 ﾠmore	 ﾠwilling	 ﾠto	 ﾠlie	 ﾠin	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠwin	 ﾠelections,	 ﾠor	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠmore	 ﾠwilling	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠdeceive	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠinto	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠown	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐interest.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠthat	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠare	 ﾠevil	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠare	 ﾠgood-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthat	 ﾠis	 ﾠfar	 ﾠtoo	 ﾠnormative	 ﾠfor	 ﾠan	 ﾠacademic	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠpaper,	 ﾠand	 ﾠbesides,	 ﾠit	 ﾠ
seems	 ﾠa	 ﾠlittle	 ﾠdisingenuous.	 ﾠRight	 ﾠor	 ﾠleft,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠhave	 ﾠno	 ﾠreason	 ﾠto	 ﾠbelieve	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠside	 ﾠis	 ﾠless	 ﾠsincere,	 ﾠ
or	 ﾠthat	 ﾠone	 ﾠside	 ﾠhas	 ﾠan	 ﾠexclusive	 ﾠmonopoly	 ﾠon	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠis	 ﾠbest.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠis	 ﾠplausible	 ﾠthat	 ﾠone	 ﾠparty	 ﾠintentionally	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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uses	 ﾠdeception	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthis	 ﾠdiscussion	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwill	 ﾠassume	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠare	 ﾠsincere	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
their	 ﾠconcerns,	 ﾠregardless	 ﾠof	 ﾠideology.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
If	 ﾠwe	 ﾠassume	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠparties	 ﾠand	 ﾠinterest	 ﾠgroups	 ﾠare	 ﾠsincere	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠconcerns,	 ﾠthen	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠdifficult	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠaccept	 ﾠPsychologist	 ﾠJonathan	 ﾠHaidt’s	 ﾠproposition	 ﾠthat:	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Political	 ﾠparties	 ﾠand	 ﾠinterest	 ﾠgroups	 ﾠstrive	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠconcerns	 ﾠbecome	 ﾠcurrent	 ﾠtriggers	 ﾠof	 ﾠyour	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠ
modules.	 ﾠTo	 ﾠget	 ﾠyour	 ﾠvote,	 ﾠyour	 ﾠmoney,	 ﾠor	 ﾠyour	 ﾠtime,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠmust	 ﾠactivate	 ﾠat	 ﾠleast	 ﾠone	 ﾠof	 ﾠyour	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠ
foundations.	 ﾠ(Haidt,	 ﾠ2012).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations	 ﾠHaidt	 ﾠis	 ﾠreferring	 ﾠto	 ﾠare	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠhe	 ﾠrefers	 ﾠto	 ﾠas	 ﾠ“concerns	 ﾠbeyond	 ﾠnarrow	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐
interest”.	 ﾠImplicit	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠis	 ﾠour	 ﾠsuspension	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbelief	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠonly	 ﾠdo	 ﾠwhatever	 ﾠgets	 ﾠ
them	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ most	 ﾠ benefit	 ﾠ for	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ lowest	 ﾠ cost.	 ﾠ To	 ﾠ accept	 ﾠ this	 ﾠ we	 ﾠ do	 ﾠ not	 ﾠ have	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ reject	 ﾠ all	 ﾠ forms	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ
rationalism,	 ﾠonly	 ﾠto	 ﾠrecognize	 ﾠthat	 ﾠsometimes	 ﾠan	 ﾠindividual’s	 ﾠactions	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠexplained	 ﾠby	 ﾠnarrow	 ﾠ
self-ﾭ‐interest.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Haidt	 ﾠ has	 ﾠ identified	 ﾠ six	 ﾠ moral	 ﾠ foundations	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ produce	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ diversity	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ moralities	 ﾠ seen	 ﾠ across	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠ spectrum.	 ﾠ The	 ﾠ Care/Harm	 ﾠ foundation	 ﾠ has	 ﾠ which	 ﾠ guides	 ﾠ empathy;	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ fairness/cheating	 ﾠ
foundation	 ﾠguides	 ﾠour	 ﾠsense	 ﾠof	 ﾠcooperation;	 ﾠthe	 ﾠloyalty/betrayal	 ﾠfoundation	 ﾠguides	 ﾠour	 ﾠformation	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
groups	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ teams;	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ authority/subversion	 ﾠ foundation	 ﾠ guides	 ﾠ our	 ﾠ sense	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ order,	 ﾠ tradition	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ
stability;	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsanctity/degradation	 ﾠfoundation	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠguides	 ﾠour	 ﾠviews	 ﾠof	 ﾠpollution	 ﾠand	 ﾠpurity;	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
liberty/oppression	 ﾠfoundation	 ﾠthat	 ﾠguides	 ﾠour	 ﾠviews	 ﾠof	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠdomination.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
This	 ﾠ assertion	 ﾠ is	 ﾠ backed	 ﾠ up	 ﾠ by	 ﾠ data	 ﾠ from	 ﾠ YourMorals.org.	 ﾠ The	 ﾠ site	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ launched	 ﾠ by	 ﾠ Haidt	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ his	 ﾠ
colleagues	 ﾠto	 ﾠtest	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations	 ﾠtheory	 ﾠusing	 ﾠa	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsix	 ﾠfoundations.	 ﾠ
Clear	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠemerged	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠmatrices	 ﾠof	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠand	 ﾠconservatives.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠturns	 ﾠout	 ﾠthat	 ﾠliberals,	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠcore	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠDemocratic	 ﾠparty,	 ﾠvalue	 ﾠcare	 ﾠand	 ﾠfairness	 ﾠfar	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠfour	 ﾠfoundations,	 ﾠ
while	 ﾠconservatives,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠanchors	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠRepublican	 ﾠparty,	 ﾠvalue	 ﾠall	 ﾠsix	 ﾠfoundations	 ﾠmore	 ﾠor	 ﾠless	 ﾠequally.	 ﾠ
When	 ﾠ conservative	 ﾠ are	 ﾠ defined	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ generally	 ﾠ resisting	 ﾠ societal	 ﾠ change	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ liberals	 ﾠ are	 ﾠ defined	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ
generally	 ﾠseeking	 ﾠsocietal	 ﾠchange,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠresult	 ﾠemerge	 ﾠacross	 ﾠcultures.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Along	 ﾠwith	 ﾠour	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations,	 ﾠpsychologists	 ﾠhave	 ﾠidentified	 ﾠfive	 ﾠtraits	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcharacterize	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhuman	 ﾠ
experience:	 ﾠopenness	 ﾠto	 ﾠexperience,	 ﾠconscientiousness,	 ﾠextraversion,	 ﾠagreeableness,	 ﾠand	 ﾠneuroticism-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ
OCEAN	 ﾠ(Mooney,	 ﾠ2012).	 ﾠIt	 ﾠturns	 ﾠout	 ﾠthat	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠand	 ﾠconservatives	 ﾠdiffer	 ﾠquite	 ﾠa	 ﾠbit	 ﾠon	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠtraits:	 ﾠ
openness	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ experience	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ conscientiousness.	 ﾠ Liberals	 ﾠ rate	 ﾠ high	 ﾠ on	 ﾠ openness	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ experience-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ
personality	 ﾠtrait	 ﾠthat	 ﾠspeaks	 ﾠto	 ﾠan	 ﾠindividual’s	 ﾠintellectually	 ﾠflexibility,	 ﾠcuriosity,	 ﾠand	 ﾠenjoyment	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
arts	 ﾠand	 ﾠcreativity	 ﾠ(openness	 ﾠshould	 ﾠnot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠconfused	 ﾠwith	 ﾠintelligence).	 ﾠConservatives	 ﾠare	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠmore	 ﾠ
conscientious-ﾭ‐	 ﾠa	 ﾠtrait	 ﾠassociated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠorderly,	 ﾠworking	 ﾠhard,	 ﾠand	 ﾠstaying	 ﾠorganized.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
say	 ﾠall	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠare	 ﾠopen	 ﾠor	 ﾠall	 ﾠconservatives	 ﾠare	 ﾠconscientious,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠgood	 ﾠpredictors	 ﾠof	 ﾠliberalism	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠconservatism.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
This	 ﾠpaper	 ﾠhas	 ﾠfocused	 ﾠon	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠshowed	 ﾠthat	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠless	 ﾠ
accurate	 ﾠthan	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠCognitive	 ﾠLinguist	 ﾠGeorge	 ﾠLakoff	 ﾠasserts	 ﾠthat	 ﾠconservatives	 ﾠand	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠ(the	 ﾠ
respective	 ﾠcores	 ﾠof	 ﾠeach	 ﾠparty)	 ﾠwill	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠrelationship	 ﾠwith	 ﾠscience	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfacts	 ﾠdue	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
differences	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ personality	 ﾠ traits	 ﾠ described	 ﾠ above	 ﾠ (qtd	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ Mooney,	 ﾠ 2012).	 ﾠ Lakoff	 ﾠ contends	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ
conservatives	 ﾠwill	 ﾠhave	 ﾠno	 ﾠproblem	 ﾠwith	 ﾠscience	 ﾠor	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠit	 ﾠsupports	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠ
foundations.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠas	 ﾠLakoff	 ﾠnotes,	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠand	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠhighly	 ﾠdestabilizing,	 ﾠ
threating	 ﾠconservative	 ﾠvalues	 ﾠand	 ﾠpotentially	 ﾠundermining	 ﾠtraditional	 ﾠsources	 ﾠof	 ﾠauthority	 ﾠand	 ﾠrespect.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
For	 ﾠliberals,	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠand	 ﾠfacts	 ﾠrarely	 ﾠrun	 ﾠcontrary	 ﾠto	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations.	 ﾠFinding	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
best	 ﾠ information	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ improve	 ﾠ society	 ﾠ supports	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ liberal	 ﾠ moral	 ﾠ foundations	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ harm	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ fairness.	 ﾠ
Occasionally,	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠor	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠwill	 ﾠrun	 ﾠcounter	 ﾠto	 ﾠliberal	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations-ﾭ‐	 ﾠin	 ﾠthose	 ﾠ
cases	 ﾠwe	 ﾠcan	 ﾠexpect	 ﾠthat	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠless	 ﾠopen	 ﾠto	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠwould	 ﾠthreaten	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠsense	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
harm	 ﾠand	 ﾠfairness	 ﾠ(consider	 ﾠnuclear	 ﾠpower,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠexample).	 ﾠContentiousness	 ﾠalso	 ﾠencourages	 ﾠteam	 ﾠunity-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ
so	 ﾠconservatives	 ﾠare	 ﾠless	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠthan	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠto	 ﾠcorrect	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠown	 ﾠteam,	 ﾠless	 ﾠmotivated	 ﾠto	 ﾠcall	 ﾠ
out	 ﾠquestionable	 ﾠassertions,	 ﾠand	 ﾠmore	 ﾠwilling	 ﾠto	 ﾠostracize	 ﾠdescent	 ﾠ(Mooney,	 ﾠ2012,	 ﾠp	 ﾠ81-ﾭ‐84).	 ﾠFor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
reasons	 ﾠ discussed	 ﾠ above,	 ﾠ liberals	 ﾠ are	 ﾠ much	 ﾠ more	 ﾠ likely	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ emphasize	 ﾠ getting	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ facts	 ﾠ right,	 ﾠ while	 ﾠ
conservatives	 ﾠare	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠdefer	 ﾠto	 ﾠleaders	 ﾠand	 ﾠto	 ﾠquestion	 ﾠthose	 ﾠwho	 ﾠchallenge	 ﾠtraditional	 ﾠ
authority.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Both	 ﾠ Mooney	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ Haidt	 ﾠ point	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ body	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ evidence	 ﾠ which	 ﾠ shows	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ when	 ﾠ we	 ﾠ counter	 ﾠ new	 ﾠ
information,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠjudge	 ﾠit	 ﾠusing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠparts	 ﾠof	 ﾠour	 ﾠbrain	 ﾠthat	 ﾠgovern	 ﾠemotion	 ﾠand	 ﾠpassion,	 ﾠnot	 ﾠreason	 ﾠ
(Mooney,	 ﾠ2012;	 ﾠHaidt,	 ﾠ2012).	 ﾠIn	 ﾠa	 ﾠ2004	 ﾠstudy,	 ﾠWestin	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠexposed	 ﾠstrong	 ﾠpartisans-ﾭ‐	 ﾠboth	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠRepublicans-ﾭ‐	 ﾠto	 ﾠcontradictory	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠeach	 ﾠparty’s	 ﾠpresidential	 ﾠcandidate.	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠsaw	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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the	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠGeorge	 ﾠW.	 ﾠBush	 ﾠas	 ﾠhypocritical,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot	 ﾠapply	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠto	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ
by	 ﾠJohn	 ﾠKerry.	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠdid	 ﾠthe	 ﾠopposite-ﾭ‐	 ﾠrecognized	 ﾠKerry	 ﾠas	 ﾠhypocritical	 ﾠbut	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot	 ﾠsee	 ﾠhypocrisy	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠPresident	 ﾠBush.	 ﾠ	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠexposed	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinformation,	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠhad	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠbrains	 ﾠ
scanned	 ﾠusing	 ﾠa	 ﾠfunctional	 ﾠMRI	 ﾠmachine	 ﾠ(fMRI).	 ﾠWhen	 ﾠpresented	 ﾠwith	 ﾠcontradictions,	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠdid	 ﾠ
not	 ﾠuse	 ﾠthe	 ﾠparts	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbrain	 ﾠassociated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠlogic-ﾭ‐	 ﾠinstead,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠparts	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbrain	 ﾠassociated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ
emotion	 ﾠand	 ﾠpsychological	 ﾠdefense	 ﾠwere	 ﾠactivated!	 ﾠParticipants	 ﾠwere	 ﾠengaged	 ﾠin	 ﾠmotivated	 ﾠreasoning:	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
form	 ﾠof	 ﾠimplicit	 ﾠemotion	 ﾠregulation	 ﾠin	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbrain	 ﾠconverges	 ﾠon	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠthat	 ﾠminimize	 ﾠnegative	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠmaximize	 ﾠpositive	 ﾠaffect	 ﾠstates	 ﾠassociated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthreat	 ﾠto	 ﾠor	 ﾠattainment	 ﾠof	 ﾠmotives	 ﾠ(Westin	 ﾠet	 ﾠal,	 ﾠ
2004).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Take	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠtogether,	 ﾠand	 ﾠsomething	 ﾠlike	 ﾠthis	 ﾠemerges:	 ﾠAs	 ﾠwe	 ﾠdevelop	 ﾠinto	 ﾠadults,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠdevelop	 ﾠ
personality	 ﾠtraits	 ﾠand	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations	 ﾠthat	 ﾠshape	 ﾠwho	 ﾠwe	 ﾠare,	 ﾠand	 ﾠlead	 ﾠus	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ
receptive	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ certain	 ﾠ messages.	 ﾠ Some	 ﾠ people-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ those	 ﾠ who	 ﾠ have	 ﾠ especially	 ﾠ strong	 ﾠ harm	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ fairness	 ﾠ
foundations	 ﾠand	 ﾠare	 ﾠopen	 ﾠto	 ﾠexperience	 ﾠbecome	 ﾠliberals;	 ﾠothers,	 ﾠwho	 ﾠare	 ﾠvery	 ﾠconscientious	 ﾠand	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ
more	 ﾠ balanced	 ﾠ moral	 ﾠ foundations	 ﾠ become	 ﾠ conservative;	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ most	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ us	 ﾠ end	 ﾠ up	 ﾠ having	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ mix	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ
personality	 ﾠtraits	 ﾠand	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations	 ﾠthat	 ﾠare	 ﾠsomewhere	 ﾠin	 ﾠbetween.	 ﾠMost	 ﾠof	 ﾠus	 ﾠthen,	 ﾠare	 ﾠopen	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
appeals	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠall	 ﾠsix	 ﾠfoundations.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Information	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠviolates	 ﾠour	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠmatrix,	 ﾠor	 ﾠthreatens	 ﾠto	 ﾠcompromise	 ﾠit	 ﾠin	 ﾠsome	 ﾠway,	 ﾠis	 ﾠprocessed	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠway	 ﾠthat	 ﾠavoids	 ﾠcognitive	 ﾠdissonance.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠyou’ve	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠa	 ﾠstaunch	 ﾠconservative	 ﾠyour	 ﾠwhole	 ﾠlife,	 ﾠyou	 ﾠwill	 ﾠ
process	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠconfirms	 ﾠyour	 ﾠbeliefs	 ﾠand	 ﾠyour	 ﾠbrain	 ﾠwill	 ﾠignore	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠthat	 ﾠconflicts	 ﾠ
with	 ﾠthose	 ﾠbeliefs-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠprocess	 ﾠis	 ﾠat	 ﾠwork	 ﾠif	 ﾠyou’re	 ﾠa	 ﾠvery	 ﾠliberal.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Republicans	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠvery	 ﾠsuccessful	 ﾠin	 ﾠshaping	 ﾠopinions	 ﾠon	 ﾠtopics	 ﾠlike	 ﾠglobal	 ﾠwarming,	 ﾠas	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠ
earlier	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠpaper.	 ﾠSome	 ﾠof	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcredit	 ﾠshould	 ﾠgo	 ﾠto	 ﾠFrank	 ﾠLuntz-ﾭ‐	 ﾠof	 ﾠwhom	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠscholar	 ﾠW.	 ﾠLance	 ﾠ
Bennett	 ﾠ said	 ﾠ “few	 ﾠ communication	 ﾠ professionals	 ﾠ have	 ﾠ been	 ﾠ more	 ﾠ effective	 ﾠ at	 ﾠ changing	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ way	 ﾠ
Americans	 ﾠthink	 ﾠabout	 ﾠissue,	 ﾠpoliticians	 ﾠand	 ﾠparties	 ﾠthan	 ﾠFrank	 ﾠLuntz”	 ﾠ(Bennett,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠHis	 ﾠadvice,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠ
has	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠsought	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠfor	 ﾠmany	 ﾠyears,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠgetting	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠyou	 ﾠwant	 ﾠis:	 ﾠ
1.	 ﾠ Figure	 ﾠout	 ﾠwho	 ﾠyour	 ﾠaudience	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
2.	 ﾠ Learn	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠalready	 ﾠthink	 ﾠabout	 ﾠyour	 ﾠcandidate	 ﾠor	 ﾠproblem	 ﾠ
3.	 ﾠ Find	 ﾠa	 ﾠlanguage	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠbrings	 ﾠyour	 ﾠissue	 ﾠinto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠacceptance	 ﾠzone	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠthoughts	 ﾠand	 ﾠfeelings	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Frank	 ﾠLuntz	 ﾠclearly	 ﾠunderstands	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations	 ﾠtheory-ﾭ‐	 ﾠhe	 ﾠknows	 ﾠthat	 ﾠyou	 ﾠhave	 ﾠto	 ﾠappeal	 ﾠto	 ﾠpeople’s	 ﾠ
emotions,	 ﾠand	 ﾠyou	 ﾠhave	 ﾠto	 ﾠdo	 ﾠit	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠway	 ﾠthat	 ﾠdoesn’t	 ﾠthreaten	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠalready	 ﾠbelieve	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
topic.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
It	 ﾠis	 ﾠmy	 ﾠcontention	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwe	 ﾠcan	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠin	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠby	 ﾠemploying	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundation	 ﾠframework	 ﾠand	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠpsychology.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠmanifestation	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠin	 ﾠappeal-ﾭ‐	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠemphasizes	 ﾠharm	 ﾠand	 ﾠcare,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠ
Republicans	 ﾠuse	 ﾠall	 ﾠsix	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠis	 ﾠwhy	 ﾠwe	 ﾠsee	 ﾠa	 ﾠperception	 ﾠgap	 ﾠin	 ﾠour	 ﾠunderstanding	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
climate	 ﾠchange-ﾭ‐	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠand	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠgenerally	 ﾠadvances	 ﾠliberal	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠ
running	 ﾠafoul	 ﾠof	 ﾠconservative	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Is	 ﾠit	 ﾠsurprising	 ﾠthen	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganization-ﾭ‐	 ﾠcomprised	 ﾠon	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠwho	 ﾠare	 ﾠopen	 ﾠto	 ﾠseeking	 ﾠ
out	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtruth	 ﾠand	 ﾠcare	 ﾠabout	 ﾠfairness	 ﾠin	 ﾠjournalism	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠharm	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠin	 ﾠpolitics-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ
would	 ﾠfind	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠmore	 ﾠcurious	 ﾠthan	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠDemocrats?	 ﾠOf	 ﾠcourse	 ﾠthey	 ﾠ
would	 ﾠwonder	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠmore-ﾭ‐	 ﾠbut	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠaren’t	 ﾠ
making	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠto	 ﾠmaximize	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠLike	 ﾠDemocrats,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠto	 ﾠappeal	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlargest	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠconstituency.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠis	 ﾠthat	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠare	 ﾠmore	 ﾠopen	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
scientific	 ﾠand	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠadvance	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Recommendations	 ﾠfor	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
This	 ﾠpaper	 ﾠhas	 ﾠprimarily	 ﾠexamined	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠpersons	 ﾠ
running	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠalso	 ﾠbriefly	 ﾠexploring	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐
checking	 ﾠorganization.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠconducted	 ﾠhere	 ﾠassumes	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠunbiased	 ﾠin	 ﾠits	 ﾠselection	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠroundly	 ﾠcriticized	 ﾠby	 ﾠgroups	 ﾠon	 ﾠboth	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠ‘left’	 ﾠand	 ﾠ‘right’	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠspectrum	 ﾠfor	 ﾠboth	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠselection	 ﾠand	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
accuracy.	 ﾠBeing	 ﾠcriticized	 ﾠby	 ﾠ‘both	 ﾠsides’	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠseen	 ﾠas	 ﾠpositive-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpushback	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresult	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
both	 ﾠsides	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠheld	 ﾠaccountable	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmade.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthis	 ﾠsense,	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠmay	 ﾠ
simply	 ﾠbe	 ﾠundermining	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmessages	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠtransmitted	 ﾠby	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠgroups	 ﾠby	 ﾠgiving	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠ
accurate	 ﾠ information	 ﾠ on	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ claims	 ﾠ being	 ﾠ made.	 ﾠ The	 ﾠ political	 ﾠ ‘left’	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ ‘right’	 ﾠ seem	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ have	 ﾠ very	 ﾠ
different	 ﾠcomplaints	 ﾠabout	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠhowever,	 ﾠand	 ﾠinstead	 ﾠof	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠa	 ﾠpositive,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcomplaints	 ﾠby	 ﾠboth	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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sides	 ﾠbring	 ﾠinto	 ﾠquestion	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlegitimacy	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠorganization,	 ﾠits	 ﾠmethods	 ﾠfor	 ﾠselecting	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
judge,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvalidity	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠthemselves.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠcriticism	 ﾠof	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠhas	 ﾠtended	 ﾠto	 ﾠfocus	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimbalance	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠselection.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠ
this	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠand	 ﾠothers	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠpreviously	 ﾠon	 ﾠthis	 ﾠpaper,	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠmore	 ﾠoften	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠthan	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠ(in	 ﾠboth	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠand	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠcovered).	 ﾠIn	 ﾠaddition	 ﾠto	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠ
covered	 ﾠmore	 ﾠoften,	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠfound	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠless	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠthan	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠdemocratic	 ﾠ
counterparts.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠhas	 ﾠpreviously	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠthat	 ﾠit	 ﾠaims	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠa	 ﾠscorekeeper	 ﾠof	 ﾠsorts-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthe	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠ
keeps	 ﾠtrack	 ﾠof	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠand	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠin	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠway	 ﾠa	 ﾠbaseball	 ﾠstatistician	 ﾠtracks	 ﾠballs	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
strikes,	 ﾠand	 ﾠproduces	 ﾠsomething	 ﾠakin	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠbatting	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠfor	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ‘teams’	 ﾠ(Democrat	 ﾠ
or	 ﾠRepublican)	 ﾠthey	 ﾠrepresent.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠproblem	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthis	 ﾠapproach	 ﾠis	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠbaseball	 ﾠstatisticians	 ﾠare	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠtrack	 ﾠevery	 ﾠat	 ﾠbat,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
unlikely	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠcould	 ﾠcover	 ﾠevery	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠpolitician	 ﾠin	 ﾠan	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle	 ﾠor	 ﾠover	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠcareer	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠits	 ﾠresources.	 ﾠPoliticians	 ﾠand	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors	 ﾠcan	 ﾠand	 ﾠdo	 ﾠmake	 ﾠmany	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ
over	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcourse	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle,	 ﾠand	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠevery	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠmade	 ﾠduring	 ﾠstump	 ﾠspeeches,	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠ
fundraisers,	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠinterviews,	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠmeetings,	 ﾠlegislative	 ﾠsessions,	 ﾠand	 ﾠother	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠevents	 ﾠwould	 ﾠ
require	 ﾠenormous	 ﾠamounts	 ﾠof	 ﾠtime	 ﾠand	 ﾠresources.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠin	 ﾠreality	 ﾠonly	 ﾠcapturing	 ﾠa	 ﾠsample	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors-ﾭ‐	 ﾠa	 ﾠperfectly	 ﾠreasonable	 ﾠapproach	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠthe	 ﾠamount	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠare	 ﾠmade	 ﾠduring	 ﾠan	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresources	 ﾠrequired	 ﾠto	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐check	 ﾠeach	 ﾠclaim.	 ﾠGiven	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠtaking	 ﾠa	 ﾠsample,	 ﾠit	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠprudent	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠsampling	 ﾠstrategy	 ﾠthat	 ﾠaccounts	 ﾠfor	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠ
selection	 ﾠbias.	 ﾠGiven	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠare	 ﾠintended	 ﾠto	 ﾠhelp	 ﾠsort	 ﾠout	 ﾠtruth	 ﾠin	 ﾠpolitics	 ﾠit	 ﾠwould	 ﾠalso	 ﾠ
make	 ﾠsense	 ﾠfor	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠto	 ﾠdetail	 ﾠits	 ﾠsampling	 ﾠstrategy	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠand	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors	 ﾠit	 ﾠcovers.	 ﾠ
Public	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠrepresenting	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠseem	 ﾠto	 ﾠindicate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠselection	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
based	 ﾠmore	 ﾠon	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠare	 ﾠof	 ﾠinterest	 ﾠto	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠthan	 ﾠan	 ﾠobjective	 ﾠ
sampling	 ﾠstrategy.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠthe	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠconducted	 ﾠhere	 ﾠfound	 ﾠno	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠof	 ﾠselection	 ﾠbias,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlack	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
objective	 ﾠsampling	 ﾠstrategy	 ﾠfor	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠselection	 ﾠleaves	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠopen	 ﾠto	 ﾠaccusations	 ﾠof	 ﾠbias.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Democrats,	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠhand,	 ﾠhave	 ﾠcriticized	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
organization.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠ2011,	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠrated	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠby	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠthat	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠRep.	 ﾠPaul	 ﾠRyan’s	 ﾠ(R-ﾭ‐WI)	 ﾠproposed	 ﾠ
budget	 ﾠwould	 ﾠ“end	 ﾠMedicare”	 ﾠas	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠand	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠ(the	 ﾠbudget	 ﾠwas	 ﾠpassed	 ﾠby	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠ
but	 ﾠwas	 ﾠnever	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠpassed	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSenate)	 ﾠ(Adair	 ﾠ&	 ﾠDrobnic-ﾭ‐Holan,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠthen	 ﾠselected	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠas	 ﾠits	 ﾠ2011	 ﾠ‘lie	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠyear’,	 ﾠchosen	 ﾠover	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠreader’s	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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poll	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPolitifact.com	 ﾠwebsite	 ﾠ(Drobnic-ﾭ‐Holan,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠand	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠcountered	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠ
judgment	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠby	 ﾠarguing	 ﾠthat	 ﾠRyan’s	 ﾠplan	 ﾠwould	 ﾠin	 ﾠfact	 ﾠend	 ﾠMedicare	 ﾠin	 ﾠits	 ﾠcurrent	 ﾠform	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
House	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠdid	 ﾠvote	 ﾠto	 ﾠend	 ﾠMedicare	 ﾠ(Christopher,	 ﾠ2011;	 ﾠLewison,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠgive	 ﾠ
some	 ﾠinsight	 ﾠinto	 ﾠhow	 ﾠit	 ﾠjudges	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠvideo	 ﾠposted	 ﾠto	 ﾠYouTube	 ﾠand	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPolitifact.com	 ﾠ
website.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠalso	 ﾠwrote	 ﾠan	 ﾠarticle	 ﾠattempting	 ﾠto	 ﾠexplain	 ﾠwhy	 ﾠthe	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠMedicare	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ
chosen	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlie	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠyear	 ﾠdespite	 ﾠfinishing	 ﾠthird	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠreader’s	 ﾠpoll	 ﾠ(Adair,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠThe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠ
finished	 ﾠ first	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ not	 ﾠ considered	 ﾠ because	 ﾠ it	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ originally	 ﾠ made	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ 2010	 ﾠ (although	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ claim	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ
repeated	 ﾠthroughout	 ﾠ2011)	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot	 ﾠfeel	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠfinished	 ﾠsecond	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
readers’	 ﾠpoll	 ﾠ“was	 ﾠrepeated	 ﾠenough	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmost	 ﾠsignificant”.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
When	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠrates	 ﾠa	 ﾠclaim,	 ﾠit	 ﾠissues	 ﾠa	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠranging	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠto	 ﾠtrue-ﾭ‐	 ﾠits	 ﾠrating	 ﾠsystem	 ﾠ
does	 ﾠnot,	 ﾠhowever,	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠmake	 ﾠa	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmagnitude	 ﾠor	 ﾠsignificance	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠ
evaluated.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠarticle	 ﾠin	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠis	 ﾠevaluated	 ﾠoften	 ﾠdiscusses	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevolution	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim-ﾭ‐	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠit	 ﾠ
began,	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠit	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠrepeated,	 ﾠand	 ﾠby	 ﾠwhom-ﾭ‐	 ﾠbut	 ﾠit	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠusually	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠhow	 ﾠsalient	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
or	 ﾠhow	 ﾠmany	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠbelieve	 ﾠit	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠ(which	 ﾠis	 ﾠdifficult	 ﾠto	 ﾠdo	 ﾠimmediately	 ﾠafter	 ﾠa	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠis	 ﾠmade).	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠseemingly	 ﾠhas	 ﾠno	 ﾠmechanism	 ﾠin	 ﾠplace	 ﾠto	 ﾠjudge	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsignificance	 ﾠor	 ﾠmagnitude	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠclaim-ﾭ‐	 ﾠits	 ﾠ
selection	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠ‘lie	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠyear’	 ﾠappears	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠan	 ﾠeditorial	 ﾠdecision,	 ﾠaided	 ﾠby	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠreaders	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
convince	 ﾠpoll	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwebsite.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠdesignating	 ﾠa	 ﾠlie	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠyear	 ﾠmay	 ﾠmake	 ﾠfor	 ﾠgood	 ﾠcopy,	 ﾠ
increase	 ﾠtraffic	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsite,	 ﾠand	 ﾠgenerate	 ﾠdiscussion	 ﾠabout	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠand	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠit	 ﾠundermines	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
work	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠto	 ﾠsort	 ﾠout	 ﾠtruth	 ﾠin	 ﾠpolitics.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠa	 ﾠvaluable	 ﾠasset	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠpublic,	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠactors	 ﾠand	 ﾠseparating	 ﾠtruth	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠrhetoric.	 ﾠFact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠwill	 ﾠalways	 ﾠinvite	 ﾠ
criticism-ﾭ‐	 ﾠespecially	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthose	 ﾠwho	 ﾠare	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checked	 ﾠand	 ﾠfound	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠaccurate.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
aspires	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠan	 ﾠobjective	 ﾠand	 ﾠtrustworthy	 ﾠsource	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠseparates	 ﾠfact	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠfiction	 ﾠin	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠpolitics,	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠshould	 ﾠconsider	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfollowing	 ﾠrecommendations:	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
1.)  Develop	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ set	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ criteria	 ﾠ for	 ﾠ selecting	 ﾠ which	 ﾠ statements	 ﾠ or	 ﾠ other	 ﾠ forms	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ political	 ﾠ
communication	 ﾠare	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checked	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Bill	 ﾠAdair,	 ﾠeditor	 ﾠof	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠhas	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠduring	 ﾠinterviews	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠ“[chooses]	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
checking	 ﾠthings	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwe’re	 ﾠcurious	 ﾠabout.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠwe	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠsomething	 ﾠand	 ﾠwe	 ﾠthink	 ﾠan	 ﾠelected	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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official	 ﾠ or	 ﾠ talk	 ﾠ show	 ﾠ host	 ﾠ is	 ﾠ wrong,	 ﾠ we	 ﾠ will	 ﾠ fact	 ﾠ check	 ﾠ it”	 ﾠ (Washington	 ﾠ Journal,	 ﾠ 2009).	 ﾠ The	 ﾠ
problem	 ﾠ with	 ﾠ this	 ﾠ approach,	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ course,	 ﾠ is	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ choosing	 ﾠ statements	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ fact-ﾭ‐check	 ﾠ based	 ﾠ on	 ﾠ
curiosity	 ﾠleaves	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprocess	 ﾠopen	 ﾠto	 ﾠbias	 ﾠor	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠbias.	 ﾠWhat	 ﾠis	 ﾠcurious	 ﾠto	 ﾠone	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
organization	 ﾠmay	 ﾠnot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcurious	 ﾠto	 ﾠanother.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠthis	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠfound	 ﾠno	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠof	 ﾠselection	 ﾠ
bias,	 ﾠeven	 ﾠthe	 ﾠappearance	 ﾠof	 ﾠselection	 ﾠbias	 ﾠundermines	 ﾠthe	 ﾠability	 ﾠof	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠan	 ﾠeffective	 ﾠ
fact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganization.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
While	 ﾠ it	 ﾠ is	 ﾠ unlikely	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ all	 ﾠ potential	 ﾠ biases	 ﾠ could	 ﾠ be	 ﾠ eliminated,	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ potential	 ﾠ for	 ﾠ (and	 ﾠ
appearance	 ﾠ of)	 ﾠ selection	 ﾠ bias	 ﾠ could	 ﾠ be	 ﾠ greatly	 ﾠ reduced	 ﾠ by	 ﾠ establishing	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ set	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ criteria	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ
determine	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors	 ﾠand	 ﾠother	 ﾠforms	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠcommunication	 ﾠare	 ﾠ
fact-ﾭ‐checked	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠpaper	 ﾠpreviously	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠmade	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ‘death	 ﾠpanels’	 ﾠ
during	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdebate	 ﾠon	 ﾠhealth	 ﾠcare	 ﾠreform;	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠunlikely	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
resources	 ﾠto	 ﾠcheck	 ﾠevery	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠmade	 ﾠon	 ﾠtalk	 ﾠradio	 ﾠ(where	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠoriginated),	 ﾠthe	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠ
could	 ﾠdecide	 ﾠto	 ﾠcheck	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠmade	 ﾠduring	 ﾠfloor	 ﾠspeeches	 ﾠby	 ﾠCongressmen	 ﾠand	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠ(as	 ﾠthis	 ﾠ
claim	 ﾠwas).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
It	 ﾠalso	 ﾠseems	 ﾠunlikely	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠfixed	 ﾠ‘formula’	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdeveloped	 ﾠto	 ﾠselected	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
seemingly	 ﾠendless	 ﾠvariety	 ﾠin	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠcommunication	 ﾠis	 ﾠnow	 ﾠdelivered,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthis	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠ
mean	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠset	 ﾠof	 ﾠselection	 ﾠguidelines	 ﾠcould	 ﾠnot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdeveloped	 ﾠto	 ﾠidentify	 ﾠparticularly	 ﾠsalient	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠrelevant	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠcommunication.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Finally,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠselection	 ﾠprocess	 ﾠneeds	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmade	 ﾠhighly	 ﾠvisible.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠwill	 ﾠnot	 ﾠonly	 ﾠserve	 ﾠto	 ﾠreduce	 ﾠ
potential	 ﾠcharges	 ﾠof	 ﾠbias,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠto	 ﾠbuild	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠtrust	 ﾠin	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐partisan	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠ
organization.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
2.)	 ﾠ Preserve	 ﾠthe	 ﾠintegrity	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠoperation	 ﾠby	 ﾠeliminating	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ‘lie	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠyear’	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠother	 ﾠforms	 ﾠof	 ﾠeditorializing	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠPolitifact.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checks	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠclaims,	 ﾠrating	 ﾠthem	 ﾠon	 ﾠa	 ﾠscale	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠpants	 ﾠon	 ﾠfire	 ﾠto	 ﾠtrue.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠ
not,	 ﾠhowever,	 ﾠhave	 ﾠany	 ﾠway	 ﾠto	 ﾠmeasure	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠor	 ﾠsalience	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠparticular	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠbeyond	 ﾠ
looking	 ﾠat	 ﾠhow	 ﾠoften	 ﾠit	 ﾠwas	 ﾠrepeated	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠprior	 ﾠto	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checked.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠamount	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
media	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠa	 ﾠparticular	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠreceives	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠnecessarily	 ﾠindicate	 ﾠits	 ﾠimpact-ﾭ‐	 ﾠa	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠcould	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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be	 ﾠwidely	 ﾠrepeated	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠof	 ﾠhow	 ﾠsensational	 ﾠit	 ﾠis,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠstill	 ﾠfail	 ﾠto	 ﾠresonate	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
‘death	 ﾠ panel’	 ﾠ claim	 ﾠ discussed	 ﾠ earlier	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ widely	 ﾠ reported	 ﾠ by	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ media,	 ﾠ but	 ﾠ what	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ
particularly	 ﾠdamaging	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠwas	 ﾠthat	 ﾠit	 ﾠwas	 ﾠwidely	 ﾠaccepted	 ﾠamong	 ﾠthe	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠ
public.	 ﾠEvidence	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsalience	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdeath	 ﾠpanel	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠwas	 ﾠrevealed	 ﾠnot	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecks	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠitself,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠin	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠopinion	 ﾠpolling	 ﾠdone	 ﾠafter	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠwas	 ﾠvetted.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠjudges	 ﾠ
claims	 ﾠnot	 ﾠin	 ﾠrelation	 ﾠto	 ﾠother	 ﾠcompeting	 ﾠclaims,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠ
claim	 ﾠitself.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠhas	 ﾠstated	 ﾠthat	 ﾠit	 ﾠaims	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠa	 ﾠscorekeeper-ﾭ‐	 ﾠrecording	 ﾠballs	 ﾠand	 ﾠstrikes	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
compile	 ﾠa	 ﾠbatting	 ﾠaverage-ﾭ‐	 ﾠbut	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠtime	 ﾠhas	 ﾠtried	 ﾠto	 ﾠassess	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsignificance	 ﾠof	 ﾠeach	 ﾠat-ﾭ‐
bat	 ﾠby	 ﾠawarding	 ﾠa	 ﾠlie	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠyear	 ﾠto	 ﾠone	 ﾠparticular	 ﾠclaim.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠseems	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠhas	 ﾠat	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠ
tried	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠboth	 ﾠa	 ﾠscorekeeper	 ﾠand	 ﾠanalyst-ﾭ‐	 ﾠroles	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcan	 ﾠand	 ﾠdo	 ﾠconflict	 ﾠwith	 ﾠeach	 ﾠother.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠbest	 ﾠserved	 ﾠby	 ﾠremoving	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlie	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠyear	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠits	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠoperation,	 ﾠ
or	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠremoving	 ﾠitself	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠchoosing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlie	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠyear.	 ﾠWithout	 ﾠa	 ﾠprocess	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcomparing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
impacts	 ﾠof	 ﾠcompeting	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠclaims,	 ﾠchoosing	 ﾠa	 ﾠlie	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠyear	 ﾠbecomes	 ﾠa	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠexercise-ﾭ‐	 ﾠone	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠundermines	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcore	 ﾠmission	 ﾠof	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠand	 ﾠleads	 ﾠto	 ﾠlegitimate	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
nature	 ﾠof	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠitself.	 ﾠIs	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠanother	 ﾠway	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠto	 ﾠengage	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠso-ﾭ‐called	 ﾠbalanced	 ﾠreporting	 ﾠ(the	 ﾠproblematic	 ﾠnature	 ﾠof	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠwas	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠpreviously	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
news	 ﾠ coverage	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ climate	 ﾠ change),	 ﾠ or	 ﾠ it	 ﾠ fact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ way	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ address	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ deficiencies	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ
current	 ﾠ media	 ﾠ coverage	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ politics	 ﾠ by	 ﾠ providing	 ﾠ an	 ﾠ objective,	 ﾠ but	 ﾠ not	 ﾠ ‘balanced’,	 ﾠ way	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ
understand	 ﾠclaims	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠactors.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
It	 ﾠappears	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact,	 ﾠand	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠin	 ﾠgeneral,	 ﾠhas	 ﾠa	 ﾠchoice	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake.	 ﾠIs	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠ
another	 ﾠtool	 ﾠof	 ﾠcontemporary	 ﾠjournalism-ﾭ‐	 ﾠa	 ﾠway	 ﾠto	 ﾠpresent	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠwithin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbalance	 ﾠframe	 ﾠof	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠ
coverage?	 ﾠOr	 ﾠis	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠa	 ﾠway	 ﾠto	 ﾠbreak	 ﾠaway	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠbalance	 ﾠas	 ﾠbias	 ﾠand	 ﾠengage	 ﾠin	 ﾠan	 ﾠobjective	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
meaningful	 ﾠdiscussion	 ﾠof	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠand	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠin	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠdiscourse?	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
If	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠendeavors	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlatter,	 ﾠit	 ﾠneeds	 ﾠto	 ﾠput	 ﾠin	 ﾠplace	 ﾠmechanisms	 ﾠto	 ﾠminimize	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠ
for	 ﾠselection	 ﾠand	 ﾠother	 ﾠbiases.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠselection	 ﾠof	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠto	 ﾠfact	 ﾠcheck	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠbe	 ﾠbased	 ﾠ
on	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠcuriosity-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠselection	 ﾠshould	 ﾠinstead	 ﾠbe	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠa	 ﾠmethodology	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠidentifies	 ﾠ
items	 ﾠto	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecked	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠan	 ﾠobject	 ﾠset	 ﾠof	 ﾠcriteria.	 ﾠFact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠmust	 ﾠdo	 ﾠthis	 ﾠwork	 ﾠ
without	 ﾠeditorializing	 ﾠon	 ﾠor	 ﾠsensationalizing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠwork	 ﾠin	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠthey	 ﾠperform.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
The	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠdata	 ﾠhas	 ﾠshown	 ﾠthat	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠfrequently	 ﾠmake	 ﾠ
inaccurate	 ﾠstatements,	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠpublic.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
transmission	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠis	 ﾠasymmetric-ﾭ‐	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠare	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠtransmit	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠ
(by	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠinaccurate	 ﾠstatements)	 ﾠthan	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠliterature	 ﾠreview	 ﾠconducted	 ﾠearlier	 ﾠ
demonstrated	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠalso	 ﾠtransmits	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠ
alters	 ﾠvoting	 ﾠpatterns	 ﾠand	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠpreferences.	 ﾠMisinformation	 ﾠis	 ﾠhard	 ﾠto	 ﾠaddress,	 ﾠsince	 ﾠit	 ﾠinduces	 ﾠa	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠ
confidence	 ﾠamong	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmisinformed.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠproblem	 ﾠhas	 ﾠobvious	 ﾠconsequences	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
science-ﾭ‐based	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠand	 ﾠtechnical	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠissues,	 ﾠas	 ﾠwe	 ﾠhave	 ﾠseen	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdebate	 ﾠover	 ﾠhealth	 ﾠcare	 ﾠreform,	 ﾠ
policy	 ﾠaction	 ﾠregarding	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange,	 ﾠand	 ﾠin	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠbeliefs	 ﾠabout	 ﾠwelfare.	 ﾠSolutions,	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠhand,	 ﾠ
are	 ﾠnot	 ﾠas	 ﾠobvious.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
There	 ﾠare	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠlevels	 ﾠin	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠthe	 ﾠproblem	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠaddressed.	 ﾠFirst,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠcan	 ﾠlook	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
media	 ﾠenvironment	 ﾠand	 ﾠtry	 ﾠto	 ﾠdesign	 ﾠpolicies	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠpromote	 ﾠtraditional	 ﾠjournalistic	 ﾠnorms	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
encourage	 ﾠin-ﾭ‐depth	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠinstead	 ﾠof	 ﾠpromoting	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbalance	 ﾠframe.	 ﾠSecond,	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠmakers	 ﾠcan	 ﾠ
recognize	 ﾠthe	 ﾠway	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠprocesses	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠto	 ﾠdevelop	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠpositions	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠappeal	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
moral	 ﾠfoundations	 ﾠbeyond	 ﾠharm	 ﾠand	 ﾠfairness.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Both	 ﾠIyengar	 ﾠand	 ﾠBennett	 ﾠnote	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠmost	 ﾠadvanced	 ﾠdemocracies,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠUnited	 ﾠStates	 ﾠ
provides	 ﾠlittle	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠservice	 ﾠbroadcasting.	 ﾠCurrent	 ﾠfunding	 ﾠfor	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠbroadcasting	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠis	 ﾠso	 ﾠ
insufficient	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠbroadcasting	 ﾠneeds	 ﾠcommercial	 ﾠsponsors,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠundermines	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠindependence.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
One	 ﾠsolution	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠproblem	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠto	 ﾠincrease	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠfunding,	 ﾠincluding	 ﾠsubsidies,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
public	 ﾠbroadcasting.	 ﾠProponents	 ﾠargue	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠbroadcasting	 ﾠis	 ﾠfree	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠmany	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpressures	 ﾠfaced	 ﾠ
by	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠand	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠenforce	 ﾠtraditional	 ﾠjournalistic	 ﾠnorms.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠare	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠ
significant	 ﾠproblems	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthis	 ﾠsolution,	 ﾠhowever.	 ﾠFirst,	 ﾠrepeated	 ﾠconservative	 ﾠattacks	 ﾠhave	 ﾠleft	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
impression	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠbroadcasting	 ﾠis	 ﾠliberal	 ﾠ(Bennett,	 ﾠ2007,	 ﾠp260).	 ﾠIf	 ﾠconservative	 ﾠsee	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠ
broadcasting	 ﾠas	 ﾠliberal,	 ﾠthen	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠunlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠuse	 ﾠit	 ﾠas	 ﾠan	 ﾠauthoritative	 ﾠsource	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformation.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
charges	 ﾠof	 ﾠliberal	 ﾠbias	 ﾠmay	 ﾠalso	 ﾠpressure	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠbroadcasting	 ﾠto	 ﾠadopt	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhorse	 ﾠrace	 ﾠframe	 ﾠin	 ﾠreporting-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ
making	 ﾠit	 ﾠno	 ﾠmore	 ﾠeffective	 ﾠthan	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠin	 ﾠdealing	 ﾠwith	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠSecond,	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠpsychology	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠprefer	 ﾠsources	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmatch	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠown	 ﾠideological	 ﾠorientation.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠ
people	 ﾠprefer	 ﾠpartisan	 ﾠcontent,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠunlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠuse	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠsource	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠinformation.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Alternatively,	 ﾠa	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠto	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdeveloped.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ
currently	 ﾠpublishes	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠonline,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠwork	 ﾠis	 ﾠalso	 ﾠused	 ﾠby	 ﾠmany	 ﾠnewspapers	 ﾠand	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠ
organizations.	 ﾠFact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠcolumns	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠappear	 ﾠregularly	 ﾠin	 ﾠnewspapers	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
Oregonian.	 ﾠA	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠmodel	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdeveloped	 ﾠusing	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠfunding.	 ﾠA	 ﾠpublicly	 ﾠfunded	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠ
operation	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠprovide	 ﾠcontent	 ﾠfor	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠorganizations,	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠto	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnow.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠwould	 ﾠallow	 ﾠindividuals	 ﾠto	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠown	 ﾠ
preferred	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠsource.	 ﾠPublic	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠcould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠadvantage	 ﾠover	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠfact	 ﾠ
checkering	 ﾠin	 ﾠthat	 ﾠit	 ﾠcould	 ﾠestablish	 ﾠa	 ﾠsystematic	 ﾠmethod	 ﾠfor	 ﾠselecting	 ﾠand	 ﾠevaluating	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠ
it	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠfree	 ﾠof	 ﾠmany	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpressures	 ﾠfaced	 ﾠby	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠmedia,	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking,	 ﾠlike	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠ
broadcasting,	 ﾠwould	 ﾠstill	 ﾠface	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠcharges	 ﾠof	 ﾠbias.	 ﾠA	 ﾠsystematic	 ﾠapproach	 ﾠto	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠselection	 ﾠ
would	 ﾠguard	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠbias,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthe	 ﾠorganization	 ﾠmay	 ﾠstill	 ﾠface	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠpressure	 ﾠregarding	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠbias.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠdealing	 ﾠwith	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠpolicymakers	 ﾠ(especially	 ﾠthose	 ﾠin	 ﾠespecially	 ﾠcomplex	 ﾠor	 ﾠtechnical	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠ
areas)	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠshape	 ﾠarguments	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠappeal	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠwide	 ﾠvariety	 ﾠof	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠ
can	 ﾠbe	 ﾠreadily	 ﾠtransmitted	 ﾠusing	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠpsychology,	 ﾠthen	 ﾠit	 ﾠstands	 ﾠto	 ﾠreason	 ﾠthat	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠ
can	 ﾠalso	 ﾠbe	 ﾠreadily	 ﾠtransmitted.	 ﾠPolicymakers	 ﾠare	 ﾠoriented	 ﾠto	 ﾠprovide	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠway	 ﾠthat	 ﾠappeals	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠ(using	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠand	 ﾠfacts)	 ﾠsense	 ﾠof	 ﾠharm	 ﾠand	 ﾠfairness.	 ﾠPolicymakers	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
rethink	 ﾠthe	 ﾠapproaches	 ﾠthey	 ﾠuse	 ﾠto	 ﾠcommunicate	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠso	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠcan	 ﾠappeal	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠfull	 ﾠspectrum	 ﾠof	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations.	 ﾠClimate	 ﾠchange,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠexample,	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠpresented	 ﾠprimarily	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
harm	 ﾠissue-ﾭ‐	 ﾠhuman	 ﾠactivity	 ﾠis	 ﾠharming	 ﾠthe	 ﾠenvironment.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠcould	 ﾠalso	 ﾠbe	 ﾠpresented	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠsanctity	 ﾠissue:	 ﾠ
we	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠpreserve	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplanet	 ﾠso	 ﾠthat	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠuseable	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnext	 ﾠgeneration;	 ﾠor	 ﾠas	 ﾠan	 ﾠauthority	 ﾠissue-ﾭ‐	 ﾠ
having	 ﾠto	 ﾠpreserve	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtraditional	 ﾠlandscapes	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠearth-ﾭ‐	 ﾠmany	 ﾠof	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠhave	 ﾠculture	 ﾠor	 ﾠreligious	 ﾠ
significance	 ﾠfor	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠgroups.	 ﾠ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠabove	 ﾠexamples	 ﾠmay	 ﾠnot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠparticularly	 ﾠcompelling,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthey	 ﾠ
demonstrate	 ﾠour	 ﾠcapacity	 ﾠto	 ﾠappeal	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠvariety	 ﾠof	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations.	 ﾠUsing	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundation	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠan	 ﾠissue	 ﾠlike	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange	 ﾠmay	 ﾠalso	 ﾠreveal	 ﾠcommon	 ﾠground	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
conservatives-ﾭ‐	 ﾠproviding	 ﾠa	 ﾠcommon	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠlanguage	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠwe	 ﾠcan	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠand	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠ
contentious	 ﾠissues.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Limitations	 ﾠ
This	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠfaced	 ﾠa	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠpractical	 ﾠlimitations	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠbriefly	 ﾠdiscussed.	 ﾠFirst,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠinclude	 ﾠall	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcourse	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠcampaign-ﾭ‐	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnational	 ﾠ
office	 ﾠare	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠmany	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠover	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcourse	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠelection,	 ﾠand	 ﾠit	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdifficult	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠeverything	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠcandidate.	 ﾠGiven	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlimited	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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captured,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠdifficult	 ﾠto	 ﾠassess	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrelationship	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠjudgment	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
candidate	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠin	 ﾠthat	 ﾠelection.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠdata	 ﾠwas	 ﾠonly	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠcapture	 ﾠa	 ﾠsingle	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠis	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠobserved	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
judgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠwere	 ﾠan	 ﾠanomaly-ﾭ‐	 ﾠwe	 ﾠcould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ
captured	 ﾠan	 ﾠelection	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠone	 ﾠparty	 ﾠwas	 ﾠmore	 ﾠor	 ﾠless	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠelection	 ﾠcycle	 ﾠthan	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
previous	 ﾠelections.	 ﾠSince	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠare	 ﾠfairly	 ﾠnew,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠdifficult	 ﾠat	 ﾠthis	 ﾠpoint	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
look	 ﾠat	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠover	 ﾠa	 ﾠlong	 ﾠperiod	 ﾠof	 ﾠtime.	 ﾠSubsequent	 ﾠelections	 ﾠand	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠ
fact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠwill	 ﾠallow	 ﾠfor	 ﾠa	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠover	 ﾠtime.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
This	 ﾠpaper	 ﾠassumed	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠwere	 ﾠcorrect.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠ
some	 ﾠconcerns	 ﾠover	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvalidity	 ﾠof	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠorganizations,	 ﾠ
but	 ﾠso	 ﾠfar	 ﾠthere	 ﾠhas	 ﾠnot	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠa	 ﾠqualitative	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠ
organizations.	 ﾠ	 ﾠFor	 ﾠthis	 ﾠstudy,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwere	 ﾠcomfortable	 ﾠassuming	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠ
accuracy	 ﾠwere	 ﾠvalid.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠis	 ﾠan	 ﾠopportunity	 ﾠfor	 ﾠfuture	 ﾠresearch,	 ﾠand	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠuseful	 ﾠin	 ﾠassessing	 ﾠtools	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
combat	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Finally,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠwere	 ﾠnot	 ﾠfully	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠthe	 ﾠissue	 ﾠof	 ﾠbias.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot	 ﾠreveal	 ﾠany	 ﾠobvious	 ﾠbiases,	 ﾠ
but	 ﾠit	 ﾠwas	 ﾠalso	 ﾠnot	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠrule	 ﾠout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpossibility	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠbiased	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠway	 ﾠit	 ﾠselects	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ
or	 ﾠissues	 ﾠjudgments.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠis	 ﾠsome	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠto	 ﾠsuggest	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠare	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
Politifact	 ﾠthan	 ﾠDemocrats,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthis	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠnecessarily	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠis	 ﾠbiased	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠ
Republicans.	 ﾠUntil	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠreveals	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmethods	 ﾠused	 ﾠto	 ﾠselect	 ﾠstatements,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠquestion	 ﾠof	 ﾠbias	 ﾠis	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠremain	 ﾠunanswered.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Conclusion	 ﾠ
While	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠhave	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠcorrectness	 ﾠon	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠside	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcase	 ﾠof	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠchange,	 ﾠ
appeals	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠhave	 ﾠresonated	 ﾠbetter	 ﾠwith	 ﾠvoters-ﾭ‐	 ﾠwho	 ﾠconsistently	 ﾠexpress	 ﾠdoubt	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
science	 ﾠbehind	 ﾠglobal	 ﾠwarming	 ﾠin	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠopinion	 ﾠpolls,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠthose	 ﾠpresented	 ﾠearlier.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
That	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠto	 ﾠsay	 ﾠthat	 ﾠliberals	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠshould	 ﾠabandon	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠIssues	 ﾠlike	 ﾠclimate	 ﾠ
change	 ﾠdemonstrate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimportance	 ﾠof	 ﾠhaving	 ﾠobjective	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠin	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠserious	 ﾠissues.	 ﾠ
Instead,	 ﾠliberal	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠunderstand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimportance	 ﾠof	 ﾠall	 ﾠsix	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
This	 ﾠmeans	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠappeals	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcombine	 ﾠfactual	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠand	 ﾠan	 ﾠunderstanding	 ﾠof	 ﾠpeople’s	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠ
foundations.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠtoo	 ﾠlong	 ﾠthe	 ﾠleft	 ﾠhas	 ﾠdismissed	 ﾠthe	 ﾠright	 ﾠas	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠdisingenuous.	 ﾠInstead,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠneeds	 ﾠto	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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be	 ﾠrecognition	 ﾠthat	 ﾠboth	 ﾠsides	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠspectrum	 ﾠare	 ﾠgenuine	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠbeliefs-ﾭ‐	 ﾠand	 ﾠan	 ﾠunderstanding	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
we	 ﾠare	 ﾠnot	 ﾠalways	 ﾠopen	 ﾠto	 ﾠcertain	 ﾠappeals	 ﾠand	 ﾠtypes	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠcommunication.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Turning	 ﾠback	 ﾠto	 ﾠour	 ﾠexamination	 ﾠof	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠand	 ﾠfact	 ﾠchecking,	 ﾠa	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠareas	 ﾠfor	 ﾠadditional	 ﾠ
research	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠidentified.	 ﾠAside	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠfurther	 ﾠinvestigation	 ﾠof	 ﾠPolitical	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠleft-ﾭ‐right	 ﾠ
accuracy	 ﾠgap,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresults	 ﾠfor	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠbeg	 ﾠfurther	 ﾠinvestigation.	 ﾠDo	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠmake	 ﾠmore	 ﾠ
extreme	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠstatements-ﾭ‐	 ﾠor	 ﾠdo	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠorganizations	 ﾠonly	 ﾠpay	 ﾠattention	 ﾠto	 ﾠextreme	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
female	 ﾠpoliticians?	 ﾠA	 ﾠcontent	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠpoliticians	 ﾠcould	 ﾠprovide	 ﾠfurther	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠ
for	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations	 ﾠtheory.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Earlier,	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠhypotheses	 ﾠwere	 ﾠdeveloped,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠfurther	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠsection:	 ﾠ
Overall,	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠcovered	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠterms	 ﾠof	 ﾠnational	 ﾠimportance,	 ﾠgiving	 ﾠmore	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
presidential	 ﾠcandidates,	 ﾠparty	 ﾠleaders	 ﾠand	 ﾠincumbents.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠwas	 ﾠsome	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmore	 ﾠ
likely	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠraces	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠclose	 ﾠthan	 ﾠsafe	 ﾠraces,	 ﾠand	 ﾠdepth	 ﾠof	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠwas	 ﾠreflective	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
organizations	 ﾠresources-ﾭ‐	 ﾠstate	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠoperations	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠcandidates	 ﾠin	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
state.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠwas	 ﾠalso	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwas	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ
Democrats,	 ﾠand	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠwomen.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwe	 ﾠshould	 ﾠreject	 ﾠH20:	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠequally	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠ
made	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠwas	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠcover	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠcover	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠDemocrats,	 ﾠalthough	 ﾠthis	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠwas	 ﾠrelatively	 ﾠweak.	 ﾠFurther	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠis	 ﾠneeded	 ﾠ
before	 ﾠwe	 ﾠcan	 ﾠreject	 ﾠH20	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠhigh	 ﾠlevel	 ﾠof	 ﾠconfidence.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠterms	 ﾠof	 ﾠaccuracy,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠfound	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠless	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠWe	 ﾠalso	 ﾠfound	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠthat	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠwere	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ
more	 ﾠ‘extreme’	 ﾠthan	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠmen.	 ﾠClose	 ﾠelections	 ﾠalso	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfrequency	 ﾠof	 ﾠfalse	 ﾠ
statements	 ﾠby	 ﾠcandidates.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
We	 ﾠalso	 ﾠreject	 ﾠH30:	 ﾠThere	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠno	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠin	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
Republicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠEvidence	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠdescriptive	 ﾠstatistics	 ﾠand	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠmodels	 ﾠsuggest	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthere	 ﾠ
is	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠin	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠand	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠSince	 ﾠthis	 ﾠpaper	 ﾠ
equates	 ﾠinaccurate	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠto	 ﾠtransmitting	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠthat	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠ
are	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠthan	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠto	 ﾠtransmit	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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The	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠslightly	 ﾠsupports	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhypothesis	 ﾠH4o:	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠwill	 ﾠhave	 ﾠno	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠon	 ﾠelection	 ﾠ
outcomes.	 ﾠWe	 ﾠwere	 ﾠunable	 ﾠto	 ﾠfully	 ﾠtest	 ﾠthis	 ﾠproposition,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthe	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthere	 ﾠ
was	 ﾠno	 ﾠrelationship	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠPolitifact’s	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠof	 ﾠstatement	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠand	 ﾠwinning	 ﾠor	 ﾠlosing	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
Congressional	 ﾠelection.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
This	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠhas	 ﾠshown	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠand	 ﾠthose	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠCongress	 ﾠregularly	 ﾠtransmit	 ﾠ
misinformation	 ﾠby	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠinaccurate	 ﾠstatements.	 ﾠMisinformation	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠevenly	 ﾠdistributed,	 ﾠhowever,	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
there	 ﾠwas	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠto	 ﾠsuggest	 ﾠthat	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠwere	 ﾠjudged	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠ
less	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠthan	 ﾠDemocrats.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
It	 ﾠis	 ﾠunlikely	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnews	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠconcerns	 ﾠover	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠreasons	 ﾠ
discussed	 ﾠabove.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠrecent	 ﾠinterest	 ﾠin	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checking	 ﾠprovides	 ﾠan	 ﾠopportunity	 ﾠfor	 ﾠfact-ﾭ‐checkers	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
address	 ﾠthe	 ﾠproblems	 ﾠof	 ﾠmisinformation,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠit	 ﾠnot	 ﾠclear	 ﾠto	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠextent	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
problem.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Policymakers	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠrely	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠor	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficials	 ﾠto	 ﾠaccurately	 ﾠdisseminate	 ﾠcomplex	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
technical	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠissues.	 ﾠInstead,	 ﾠPolicymakers	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠrethink	 ﾠhow	 ﾠthey	 ﾠcommunicate	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠtypes	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
information,	 ﾠusing	 ﾠall	 ﾠsix	 ﾠmoral	 ﾠfoundations	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠaccurate	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠas	 ﾠappealing	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
misinformation,	 ﾠand	 ﾠnot	 ﾠrely	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmedia	 ﾠand	 ﾠelected	 ﾠofficials	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcase	 ﾠfor	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠchange.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠthese	 ﾠarenas	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠis	 ﾠparticularly	 ﾠproblematic-ﾭ‐	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbest	 ﾠway	 ﾠto	 ﾠavoid	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
misinformation	 ﾠproblem	 ﾠis	 ﾠto	 ﾠminimize	 ﾠthe	 ﾠchances	 ﾠthat	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠis	 ﾠwarped	 ﾠinto	 ﾠmisinformation.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠ
requires	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtruth	 ﾠis	 ﾠas	 ﾠappealing	 ﾠas	 ﾠor	 ﾠmore	 ﾠappealing	 ﾠthan	 ﾠmisinformation	 ﾠand	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfacts	 ﾠ
resonate	 ﾠwith	 ﾠas	 ﾠmany	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠas	 ﾠpossible.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Appendix	 ﾠA:	 ﾠFREQUENCY	 ﾠTABLES	 ﾠ
Frequency	 ﾠTables	 ﾠ
Leadership	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Frequency	 ﾠ Percent	 ﾠ Valid	 ﾠPercent	 ﾠ
Cumulative	 ﾠ
Percent	 ﾠ
Valid	 ﾠ Non-ﾭ‐
Leader	 ﾠ
945	 ﾠ 95.1	 ﾠ 95.1	 ﾠ 95.1	 ﾠ
Leader	 ﾠ 49	 ﾠ 4.9	 ﾠ 4.9	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ
Total	 ﾠ 994	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Gender	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Frequency	 ﾠ Percent	 ﾠ Valid	 ﾠPercent	 ﾠ
Cumulative	 ﾠ
Percent	 ﾠ
Valid	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 9	 ﾠ .9	 ﾠ .9	 ﾠ .9	 ﾠ
Female	 ﾠ 163	 ﾠ 16.4	 ﾠ 16.4	 ﾠ 17.3	 ﾠ
Male	 ﾠ 822	 ﾠ 82.7	 ﾠ 82.7	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ
Total	 ﾠ 994	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
Office	 ﾠSought	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Frequency	 ﾠ Percent	 ﾠ Valid	 ﾠPercent	 ﾠ
Cumulative	 ﾠ
Percent	 ﾠ
Valid	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 14	 ﾠ 1.4	 ﾠ 1.4	 ﾠ 1.4	 ﾠ
HR	 ﾠ 842	 ﾠ 84.7	 ﾠ 84.7	 ﾠ 86.1	 ﾠ
S	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ .1	 ﾠ .1	 ﾠ 86.2	 ﾠ
Sen	 ﾠ 137	 ﾠ 13.8	 ﾠ 13.8	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ
Total	 ﾠ 994	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Party	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Frequency	 ﾠ Percent	 ﾠ Valid	 ﾠPercent	 ﾠ
Cumulative	 ﾠ
Percent	 ﾠ
Valid	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 14	 ﾠ 1.4	 ﾠ 1.4	 ﾠ 1.4	 ﾠ
Dem	 ﾠ 491	 ﾠ 49.4	 ﾠ 49.4	 ﾠ 50.8	 ﾠ
Ind	 ﾠ 9	 ﾠ .9	 ﾠ .9	 ﾠ 51.7	 ﾠ
Rep	 ﾠ 480	 ﾠ 48.3	 ﾠ 48.3	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ
Total	 ﾠ 994	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
Race	 ﾠStatus	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Frequency	 ﾠ Percent	 ﾠ Valid	 ﾠPercent	 ﾠ
Cumulative	 ﾠ
Percent	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 15	 ﾠ 1.5	 ﾠ 1.5	 ﾠ 1.5	 ﾠ
Challenger	 ﾠ 417	 ﾠ 42.0	 ﾠ 42.0	 ﾠ 43.5	 ﾠ
Incumbent	 ﾠ 485	 ﾠ 48.8	 ﾠ 48.8	 ﾠ 92.3	 ﾠ
Open	 ﾠ 77	 ﾠ 7.7	 ﾠ 7.7	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ
Total	 ﾠ 994	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
2010	 ﾠResult	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Frequency	 ﾠ Percent	 ﾠ Valid	 ﾠPercent	 ﾠ
Cumulative	 ﾠ
Percent	 ﾠ
Valid	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 77	 ﾠ 7.7	 ﾠ 7.7	 ﾠ 7.7	 ﾠ
Lost	 ﾠ 439	 ﾠ 44.2	 ﾠ 44.2	 ﾠ 52.0	 ﾠ
Won	 ﾠ 477	 ﾠ 48.0	 ﾠ 48.0	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ
Total	 ﾠ 994	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
Coverage	 ﾠ(1=covered	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact)	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Frequency	 ﾠ Percent	 ﾠ Valid	 ﾠPercent	 ﾠ
Cumulative	 ﾠ
Percent	 ﾠ
Valid	 ﾠ .00	 ﾠ 914	 ﾠ 92.0	 ﾠ 92.0	 ﾠ 92.0	 ﾠ
1.00	 ﾠ 80	 ﾠ 8.0	 ﾠ 8.0	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ
Total	 ﾠ 994	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 100.0	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Appendix	 ﾠB:	 ﾠ	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠElection	 ﾠStatistics	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
2010	 ﾠElection	 ﾠ Number	 ﾠof:	 ﾠ Percent	 ﾠ
Individuals	 ﾠRunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠSenate	 ﾠ 72	 ﾠ 7.7%	 ﾠ
Individuals	 ﾠRunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠU.S.	 ﾠHouse	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 856	 ﾠ 92.1%	 ﾠ
Total:	 ﾠ 929	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ
Women	 ﾠrunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠOffice	 ﾠ 163	 ﾠ 16.4%	 ﾠ
Republicans	 ﾠRunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠOffice	 ﾠ 492	 ﾠ 49.5%	 ﾠ
Democrats	 ﾠRunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠOffice	 ﾠ 493	 ﾠ 49.6%	 ﾠ
Incumbents	 ﾠSeeking	 ﾠRe-ﾭ‐election	 ﾠ 425	 ﾠ 45.7%	 ﾠ
Challengers	 ﾠ 427	 ﾠ 46.0%	 ﾠ
Individuals	 ﾠRunning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠOpen	 ﾠSeats	 ﾠ 77	 ﾠ 8.3%	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Politifact’s	 ﾠCoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠElection	 ﾠ
Politifact’s	 ﾠCoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠElection	 ﾠ Total	 ﾠ Percent	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Number	 ﾠof	 ﾠCandidates	 ﾠWith	 ﾠat	 ﾠLeast	 ﾠOne	 ﾠStatement	 ﾠ
Covered	 ﾠby	 ﾠPolitifact	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
80	 ﾠ 8.0%	 ﾠ
Number	 ﾠof	 ﾠStatements	 ﾠJudged	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 179	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Average	 ﾠStatements	 ﾠPer	 ﾠCandidate	 ﾠ 2.24	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Number	 ﾠof	 ﾠWomen	 ﾠJudged	 ﾠ 18	 ﾠ 22.5%	 ﾠ
Number	 ﾠof	 ﾠStatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠWomen	 ﾠJudged	 ﾠ 27	 ﾠ 15.1%	 ﾠ
Republicans	 ﾠCovered	 ﾠ 44	 ﾠ 8.9%	 ﾠ
Number	 ﾠof	 ﾠStatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠRepublicans	 ﾠ 99	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Average:	 ﾠ 2.25	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Democrats	 ﾠCovered	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 36	 ﾠ 7.3%	 ﾠ
Number	 ﾠof	 ﾠStatements	 ﾠby	 ﾠDemocrats	 ﾠ 80	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Average:	 ﾠ 2.22	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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Appendix	 ﾠC:	 ﾠSelected	 ﾠTables	 ﾠ
Party	 ﾠ*	 ﾠRace	 ﾠStatus	 ﾠCross	 ﾠtabulation	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Status	 ﾠ
Total	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ Challenger	 ﾠ Incumbent	 ﾠ Open	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ Dem	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 157	 ﾠ 251	 ﾠ 44	 ﾠ 491	 ﾠ
Ind	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 6	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ 9	 ﾠ
Rep	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 252	 ﾠ 172	 ﾠ 32	 ﾠ 480	 ﾠ
Total	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 427	 ﾠ 425	 ﾠ 77	 ﾠ 994	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
 
Party * 2010 Result Cross tabulation 
Party 
2010 Result 
Lost  Won  Total  Win 
Percentage 
Democrats  241  212  453  46.8% 
Independents  9  0  9  0.0% 
Republicans  202  265  467  56.7% 
Total  452  477  929  51.3% 
 
 
Race Status * 2010 Result Cross tabulation 
Race Status 
2010 Result 
W  L  Total  Win 
Percentage 
Incumbent  372  53  425  87.5% 
Challenger  70  357  427  16.4% 
Open  36  41  77    
   478  451  929    
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
Party	 ﾠ*	 ﾠStatements	 ﾠCross	 ﾠtabulation	 ﾠ
Distribution	 ﾠof	 ﾠNumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠStatements	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ 2	 ﾠ 3	 ﾠ 4	 ﾠ 5	 ﾠ 6	 ﾠ 8	 ﾠ 10	 ﾠ Total	 ﾠ
Party	 ﾠ Dem	 ﾠ 457	 ﾠ 21	 ﾠ 4	 ﾠ 5	 ﾠ 3	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ 493	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ Ind.	 ﾠ 9	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 9	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ Rep	 ﾠ 448	 ﾠ 27	 ﾠ 7	 ﾠ 3	 ﾠ 4	 ﾠ 2	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ 492	 ﾠ
Total	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 914	 ﾠ 48	 ﾠ 11	 ﾠ 8	 ﾠ 7	 ﾠ 2	 ﾠ 2	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ 994	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ